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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Friday, January 11, 1991 
The House met at 9 a.m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

Create in us new hearts, O God, and 
put a new and right spirit within us. As 
these words of the Psalms remind, we 
pray for hearts open to the leading of 
Your spirit and eager to walk the paths 
of peace. We earnestly pray for our
selves and every person that we will ex
perience the harmony and understand
ing that is our hope. 

We remember in our prayers those 
citizens who stand watch in distant 
places and the work of every peace
maker. On this special day may each 
person of every perspective join in 
prayer and supplication for peace that 
Your will may be done on Earth as it is 
in Heaven. This is our earnest prayer. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

California [Mr. MOORHEAD] will please 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. MOORHEAD led the Pledge of Al
legiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE 
EAST 

The SPEAKER. The unfinished busi
ness is the remaining general debate on 
the subject of the situation in the Mid
dle East. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
GEPHARDT] has 3 hours and 56 minutes 
remaining in general debate and the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] 
has 4 hours and 51 minutes remaining 
in general debate. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Speaker, at this 
point in the debate it would be well, I 
think, that we look at the three resolu
tions that are before us and what they 

signify with regard to this particular 
discussion we are having today. Maybe 
I should go back a little bit in recent 
history and say that last year, in Sep
tember and October, there was a 
mounting feeling throughout the coun
try that the President did not wish to 
have Congress take action in this field 
of going to war. 

There are those of us who have been 
to law school, and those of us who took 
the oath the other day to uphold the 
Constitution, who feel like we would be 
abridging or setting aside the Constitu
tion of the United States if we did not 
comply with the essence of that docu
ment where it says that the Congress 
and not the President would be the 
people to put our country to war if we 
were to go to war. 

That was very important to our fore
fathers, who drafted the Constitution. 
They debated it at some length. They 
came up with the language that Con
gress alone should be able to declare 
war. But behind that there was a dis
cussion in the drafting of the Constitu
tion which showed clearly that they 
did want to have some exceptions to 
that, exceptions, however, only in the 
field of defensive war. They felt the 
President should be able to bring the 
troops in to handle a defensive situa
tion, but not an offensive situation. 

That was very, very important to our 
ancestors, and it is important to us 
today, because it makes it more dif
ficult to go to war. It should be more 
difficult to go to war. 

In history abroad, just prior to the 
founding of our country, there were 
many instances of where a king, an em
peror, a tyrant of one kind or another, 
would set about to put his country to 
war, usually for personal reasons of his 
own, to strengthen his own hand on the 
government or something like that. So 
our Constitution specifically provides 
that that type of power as far as ag
gressive offensive war shall be in the 
hands of Congress, and not in the hands 
of the President. 

With that in mind, on October 6, I 
wrote the President of the United 
States and said to him some of the 
things being said now and implying 
that the country is about to go to war 
without action by Congress and that 
would be unconstitutional. We ought to 
have action by Congress. 

The President in a way has conceded 
that, because he has now written to 
Congress and urged that they do take 
action in this field. That, in a way, 
complies with the Constitution of the 
United States. 

If you pass the resolution which he 
sent up here for Congress to pass, al
though it does not make any observa
tion about the constitutional provi
sion, nevertheless it does ask Congress 
to act in this field, and that is what we 
should do. 

So the resolution which I introduced 
on October 19 of last year is a resolu
tion which calls for the recognition of 
that part of the Constitution and calls 
for no action on the part of the execu
tive government as far as �g�o�i�n�~� to an 
offensive war is concerned. 

In the caucus of the Democratic 
Party earlier this year, the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] led a very 
interesting discussion and very enthu
siastically brought about the tremen
dous vote in favor of being sure that 
this sort of thing is carried out. So the 
gentleman and I have combined to
gether to introduce the resolution 
which is before us today. 

If Members pass this resolution, if it 
is followed by the thing that the Presi
dent has sent to the floor, we will be in 
a situation where the President's ac
tion, which will be voted upon, if it is 
favorably acted upon, will be within 
the Constitution of the United States. 
Congress will have taken action in this 
field. 

It is a declaration of war, contingent 
upon the President calling it into ef
fect. That is what it amounts to as a 
legal proposition. 

So those Members like the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and 
myself who are espousing this resolu
tion, as far as this resolution is con
cerned, are not opting that one way or 
another with regard to the President's 
idea. That is another idea. Those two 
other resolutions, the resolution of the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAMIL
TON] is one that has to do with waiting 
for a while until we have exhausted all 
diplomatic opportunities, economic 
ones as well. Then the other one is the 
one that really calls us to go to war 
just upon the decision of the President, 
without any further action by Con
gress. 

That lays before us the situation we 
have. This morning most of the speech
es will probably relate to the resolu
tion the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DURBIN] and I have introduced. I hope 
each of you will support it. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
SCHULZE]. 

Mr. SCHULZE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution providing 
President Bush with congressional sup-
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port for American military action after 
January 15. Anything less would send 
the wrong message to those around the 
world wringing their hands in anticipa
tion of thievery, terrorism and plunder. 

The crisis in the Persian Gulf is a 
tragic example of aggression and greed 
by one nation, Iraq, violating inter
national law and human rights. While 
our men and women are sweating in 
the desert to preserve freedom and stop 
this aggression, some here at home are 
undermining America's determination 
to support the will of the United Na
tions and of the world, to free Kuwait 
and preserve Saudi Arabia. Mr. Speak
er, American men and women putting 
their lives on the line for freedom need 
our support. President Bush needs our 
support. And the Kuwaiti people need 
our support. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we do not have 
to fight. If we do, it will be called for 
by the United Nations; it will be justi
fied under international law; and, it 
will be a new beginning toward bring
ing the world's collective power to bear 
on those who violate international law 
and order. 

In a letter to Congress Tuesday, the 
President asked that Congress author
ize him, and I quote, "to use all nec
essary means to compel Iraq to with
draw from Kuwait." He goes on to say 
that "anything less would only encour
age Iraqi intransigence; anthing else 
would risk detracting from the inter
national coalition arrayed against 
Iraq's aggression." 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
voting for a resolution to support the 
President in his effort to restore free
dom to Kuwait and solidify the inter
national community behind a new 
world order. 

Twenty years from now, we may look 
back upon this crisis as the turning 
point toward world peace: where for 
the first time, the United Nations was 
truly united against aggression, mur
der and greed. We may remember this 
resolution as the day America proved 
its resolve to secure freedom for all the 
peoples of the world. 

The choice today is clear. We either 
vote to allow aggression and terrorism 
to go unchecked, or we vote for a new 
world order. A world where the United 
Nations serves its original mission of 
mitigating world tension, hunger and 
disaster. A U.N. which has the means 
and might to represent the nations of 
the world against those nations that 
violate international law and invade or 
plunder other countries. This new 
world order so eloquently described by 
President Bush, where the United 
States and the Soviet Union work to
gether for peace, against aggression, is 
now a reality. The question is, will 
America stand firm in support of this 
new order, or will the Congress give in 
to fear and partisan posturing and 
throw a new beginning aside? 

The crisis in the Persian Gulf is not 
about oil; or the Palestinian problem, 
it is an opportunity to put an end to 
unilateral terrorism by nation states 
set out to pillage and plunder. Our 
presence in the gulf is not a single mis
sion to protect Israel's interests; or our 
economic interests for oil. We are there 
in force to stop aggression, to imple
ment the wishes of the United Nations, 
and to restore freedom to Kuwait. 

There are those who will say this is 
another Vietnam. They will say we are 
in the gulf at the request of Big Oil. 
They will ponder why our allies are not 
sharing more of the burden. 

I must remind these naysayers that 
Adolf Hitler also benefited from dissen
sion and delay and millions of lives 
were lost, perhaps as a direct result. 
The comparison of Hitler and Saddam 
Hussein are very real. Only this time, 
instead of Poland, we have Kuwait. In
stead of inaction and fear, we are re
sponding with determination and re
solve to stop aggression and preserve 
freedom. 

D 0910 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. Mc
MILLAN]. 

Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
joint resolution in support of the U.N. 
resolution. 

All of us are saddened, so be red, even 
reluctant, about the action we must 
now take--none of us wants war. 

The United Nations was created to 
prevent war. That is why it cannot tol
erate Iraq's aggression and ongoing 
rape of Kuwait-all of us support that. 

Moreover, the future stability of the 
Middle East, with its enormous con
sequences and precedent for a peaceful 
region and a stable world order, is at 
stake--few of us disagree. But to suc
ceed, we must be unequivocal now, or 
we risk disastrous consequences later. 

The U.N. resolutions include sanc
tions, diplomacy, and the threat of 
military force after January 15 to 
achieve Iraqi withdrawal and regional 
stability. The 50 members of the coali
tion have supported sanctions for 5 
months with exhaustive diplomacy and 
28 nations are ready to make a mili
tary option credible. None of these op
tions is effective alone. Sanctions and 
diplomacy won't work without the 
military option. 

Our President must have unre
stricted latitude to use each simulta
neously to achieve successful compli
ance with the U.N. resolutions-hope
fully without conflict. 

The primary issue today is whether 
Congress should restrain U.S. military 
action in order to test sanctions for a 
longer period. 

That is tempting, but self-defeating. 
Because sanctions have not and will 
not remove Saddam from Kuwait. 
Sanctions would fail in the end and we 
would then face far greater obstacles to 
successful military action in the long
run. 

While we wait and temporize: 
Iraq can hunker down and sustain its 

position in Kuwait. 
The Kuwaiti people will continue to 

suffer brutal occupation. 
Terrorism and anti-American senti

ment will grow. 
The coalition will disintegrate--pos

sibly both Arab and Soviet support. 
Public support at home will wither 

away. 
We will have to sustain a deferred 

military option at considerable cost in 
money and human risk. 

We might be forced to reinstitute the 
draft to sustain force levels. 

Waiting only compounds the problem 
with the high probability that we will 
ultimately be forced to a military op
tion against far worse odds than exist 
today. 

Time is on Saddam's side--not the 
world's. 

The only sensible policy is to support 
the President in fulfilling the U.N. res
olution with the fervent hope that 
congresional commitment will finally 
convince Saddam Hussein that the coa
lition is firm in its resolve and he risks 
losing all. 

My colleagues, if we cannot support 
this fundamental U.N. objective to re
sist aggression, the future of the U.N. 
and the prospects for a New World 
Order of stability are slim, indeed. Our 
young men and women know that. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. SAXTON]. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, when I 
opened the Washington Post this morn
ing I read the lead editorial on the edi
torial page and it concluded by saying: 

Our judgment is that Congress, by deciding 
to authorize the President to conduct war, 
materially improves his chances of achieving 
peace. 

The Washington Post has come to 
that conclusion and many other Mem
bers of this House have come to the 
conclusion that the compromise 
amendment, as it is being called, 
strengthens the President's hand, and 
in so doing makes it easier and more 
possible for us to achieve long and last
ing peace without war. 

We come to the conclusion based on a 
number of facts, and the same facts are 
the facts that are used by those who 
come to a different conclusion. In fact, 
we agree on almost everything that is 
relevant in this debate. 

We agree, for example, that Saddam 
Hussein used an unprovoked kind of ag
gression when he entered and took over 
Kuwait. We agree that it was an indis-
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putable kind of aggression that he was 
accustomed to using throughout his 
entire reign of power, and as one col
lege professor said recently in a maga
zine article, Saddam Hussein's rise to 
power was soaked in blood. His tenure 
in office was equally bloody. He has in
troduced gas warfare. He has used it 
against his own people and is attempt
ing to acquire nuclear weapons. We all 
agree with that indisputable fact, I be
lieve. 

0 0920 

We also agree that petroleum and its 
use, Saddam Hussein's potential use of 
it, is a major factor here. That may not 
be the factor that would force or con
vince one to use military power, but it 
certainly is a major factor, because 
Saddam's use of it could be either to 
blackmail the world if he controls the 
significant amount that he now con
trols or more, or he could use it to fi
nance his bloody type of rule. We all, I 
think, agree on that fact. 

We also agree that he has got to go. 
He has got to leave Kuwait. 

So there are broad areas of agree
ment. We only disagree when we try to 
determine how to achieve the last goal, 
the goal that we agree on, whether we 
should let sanctions work, whether we 
should restrict the use of power by the 
President, or whether it takes us closer 
to peace by passing the amendment 
that I think we are going to pass today. 

If you decide that you disagree with 
what I believe is the majority opinion 
in the House and if you decide that you 
disagree with the editorial this morn
ing in the Washington Post, then you 
read those facts, upon which we all 
agree, differently than I do. If you be
lieve that we ought to wait, then you 
have to decide one important fact, and 
that is whether or not our alliance 
with the world is going to hold to
gether while we wait for sanctions to 
work. 

In the Middle East, for example, we 
know that Kuwait and Iraq were re
cently allied against Iran for 8 years, 
and Kuwait loaned the country of Iraq 
somewhere between $10 billion and $15 
billion, but today Kuwait, that very 
ally of Iraq, is the subject of 
unprovoked aggression by Saddam Hus
sein. That is an example of how quick
ly alliances change in the Middle East. 

We know as we are here debating 
today that Saddam Hussein is trying 
desperately to put back together his al
liance with Iran so he can export oil 
through that country. It is physically 
easy to do once that alliance is mend
ed. 

What about the relationship with 
Syria? Today they are on our side. Ask 
yourself, during the next 6 months or a 
year, will something happen between 
Syria and Israel to destroy that part of 
our alliance? 

What about the Moslem influence in 
Turkey, another one of our allies? Will 
that change during the next months? 

What about Egypt? The president of 
their parliament recently was assas
sinated. How fragile is that govern
ment? What does that mean to our alli
ance? 

If you are one of those who appears 
or may be leaning in the direction of 
saying, "I disagree with the Post, I dis
agree with most of the folks who think 
we ought to stick with the President," 
then ask yourself a question: Sanctions 
depend on the alliance. Will the alli
ance hold together? 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. EDWARDS]. 

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding me this time. I congratulate 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR
BIN] and the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. BENNETT] for the magnificent con
tribution that they have made to this 
important debate. 

Mr. Speaker, we are getting down to 
the last few hours of this debate, and 
we will be voting tomorrow. The issues 
have been very clearly defined. 

The President Bush resolution au
thored by the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL] is really a Pontius Pilate 
resolution that says that Congress is 
going to wash its hands of this matter 
and go home, and if our constituents 
want to be a part of the national de
bate they are going to have to write a 
letter to the White House, perhaps to 
Mr. Sununu. It is going to be no longer 
useful in talking to their Congressman 
or their Congresswoman. 

We say that we should be patient, 
that we should never go to war because 
of impatience. War is too important to 
go to war because we are impatient. 

They say, the Bush-Michel people 
say, that the sanctions are not working 
that, "Look, 5 months have passed and 
Saddam has not said 'uncle.'" We say 
nonsense. 

After 5 months, look at the progress 
we have made. When President Bush 
sent the troops into the Persian Gulf 
last August, he said he had four goals: 
First, to stop any possible invasion of 
Saudi Arabia; second, to release our 
hostages; third, to protect the world's 
oil; and fourth, to get the Iraqis out of 
Kuwait. 

In a short 6 months, 5 months, Mr. 
Speaker, three of the four objectives of 
our involvement in the Persian Gulf 
have been effected. What is the hurry? 
Impatience is no reason to go to war. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Il
linois [Mr. MICHEL] and Mr. Bush and 
the proponents of their resolution do 
not talk about the consequences of this 
war. If we go to war and win the war 
and destroy the Armed Forces of Iraq, 
run them out of Kuwait, what will be 
the consequences? I can tell the Mem
bers what the consequences will be. We 

will have to have troops, occupation 
troops, in the Middle East. How long? 
We have had them in Japan, and we 
still have them in Korea 25 to 30 years 
after the Korean war. We have had 
them in Germany for 40 years, and we 
still have them after the last war. 

So, all right, we are going to have 
American troops occupying the Middle 
East. 

Oil wells, saving the oil wells. I have 
seen estimates that the l;>ombing will 
light oil wells that will burn for years, 
deep underground reserves. 

Already there are fears of terrorism. 
The FBI is on a new program, a very 
frightening program, of interviewing 
Americans of Arab descent. We hear 
the Immigration Service in the paper 
this morning, the Washington Post, 
which says that there is a camp some
where out there that very well might 
be prepared for dissidents in this war. I 
did not say that. The Washington Post 
did this morning. 

The consequences of this war are 
enormous. 

While we are preparing for war, what 
is happening in Europe and in Asia 
with our allies? Are they meeting like 
we are, concerned, awakening in the 
night, worried about this war? Are 
their legislatures meeting and demand
ing that the reserves be called up? Are 
they appropriating extra billions of 
dollars like we are for the war? No. 
Their legislatures are not meeting. 
They are back home worrying about 
transportation and housing and their 
children's education and all the things 
that countries do worry about. 

The proponents of the Michel resolu
tion do not talk about the con
sequences of this war. 

Last, Mr. Speaker, our job descrip
tion here as Members of Congress is 
not to be a cheerleader for any Presi
dent. Our job is to be skeptical, to say 
"Show me." 

I was here the day the Gulf of Tonkin 
resolution was voted on. We were talk
ing about a little country, a little 
Third World country somewhat like 
Iraq, 17 million people, North Vietnam, 
about the same number of people, 
about the same kind of Third World 
economy. We were told that we could 
bomb them into submission, that they 
would say "uncle," and we were told 
all of the same things, oh, and the 
domino theory, that unless we stopped 
Hanoi, Thailand would fall, the Phil
ippines would fall, Singapore would 
fall. We hear the same story today, the 
domino theory of the Middle East. 

0 0930 
Therefore, Mr. Speaker, patience is 

all we are asking for. A few more 
months. Give the sanctions a chance. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. SHU
STER]. 
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Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, I would 

say to my friend who talks about the 
threat of terrorism, let Members hypo
thetically assume there are terrorists 
out there. This Congress, we, here are 
at risk. Carry that thought to its log
ical conclusion. What I hear being sug
gested is that we should not act, we 
should be paralyzed, we should be 
blackmailed, because theoretically, at 
least, there are terrorists out here who 
might threaten Members. 

Goodness knows, this is no basis for 
our making any decisions. Blackmail is 
no answer. 

Mr. EDWARDS Of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLINGER]. 

Mr. CLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the joint resolution. 
This debate is clearly an historic de
bate. It is a vital debate. I think it is 
necessary that the Members of the peo
ple's House express their individual 
opinions as to the policies that we are 
pursuing in the Middle East. 

However, I also believe it vital that 
the outcome be strong support for the 
President's policy. Ironically, approval 
of the use of force is the best hope for 
securing the peace. There is no ques
tion, that Saddam Hussein is watching 
very carefully what we are doing here 
today and tomorrow, and will be either 
encouraged to continue to resist or 
given pause by the actions we take. I 
respect all of those who believe that 
the sanctions will work, who believe 
that more time needs to be allowed for 
the sanctions to work. I think they are 
wrong. However, I certainly respect 
their sincerity. 

This debate is between Americans, 
not between Republicans or Democrats, 
not people seeking political advantage. 
We are all sincere in what we are doing 
here. I don't believe the sanctions will 
accomplish our goal of farcing Hussein 
out of Kuwait. There is leakage now, 
and I submit that the leakage will get 
worse if we blink at this point. 

We all agree, as has been said before, 
we all agree on the objectives of what 
we are trying to do, to get Saddam 
Hussein out of Kuwait without conces
sions. It is impossible to overstate 
what is at stake in the effort. Clearly, 
if we prevail, and we must prevail, we 
will validate the worth of what is an 
unprecedented international alliance 
put together by President Bush as an 
effective means of dealing with the bul
lies of this world. This is a very, very 
important point. It will esta.blish a 
model, in my view, for future crises. 

Let Members make no mistake about 
it, there will be future crises. In some 
ways, the superpowers confrontation 
has lulled the United States because a 
predictability was there. We knew 
what to expect from the Soviets and 
they knew what to expect from us. We 
have lost that predictability. We need a 
new model to deal with these crises 

that will develop. There will be unpre
dictable eruptions in the future. It is 
clear the United States is no longer 
able, nor does it want to be the police
man for the world. The hope of being 
able to join in an international way to 
address future crises as only one of 
many partners to deal with these erup
tions, can only be furthered if we pre
vail in this event. 

Conversely, the failure to prevail will 
be devastating. The credibility of the 
United Nations will be destroyed, and 
with it a chance to expand and to build 
on the present alliance. The credibility 
of the United States will be destroyed 
and the stature of Saddam Hussein in 
Iraq and the Arab world will be enor
mously enhanced. 

There is no question about what is at 
stake here. The only question is how do 
we prevail. 

The sanctions, as I have indicated, 
are not working now. We know there is 
leakage. We know, for example, the 
standard of living in Kuwait and in 
Iraq today is about 10 times the stand
ard of living in Egypt. As the majority 
whip said yesterday, the sanctions 
might take years to work. Do we have 
that kind of time? If we blink now, it 
is clear to me that our allies in this ef
fort are going to begin to cut their own 
deals. If we are perceived as not having 
the stomach to go forward, I think oth
ers are clearly going to say the United 
States is not reliable. We better look 
to save our own skin. They are already 
moving in that direction. 

Syria, a very weak partner in this al
liance now, is very likely to cooperate 
with Hussein to enable Iraq to beat the 
embargo and the sanctions. I have just 
come back from a meeting with the Eu
ropean Parliamentarians, and there is 
great dismay. There is great interest in 
what we are doing here today. But I 
can tell Members this, if we fail to 
strongly support the President now 
there will be a lot of our European al
lies who will run for cover. They will 
begin to cut their own deals and when 
that happens Saddam Hussein wins. 

Therefore, I will vote for this resolu
tion not because I relish the coming 
battle. I think anyone who watched the 
recent series on the Civil War that 
played on PBS knows that there is no 
glory in war. There is only death and 
destruction. But sometimes, sometimes 
force is necessary to ensure peace. This 
is one of those times. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DANNE
MEYER]. 

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
America is a nation based upon the 
Judea-Christian ethic. Jewish and 
Christian theologians, over the cen
turies, have struggled with the issue of 
war and peace, because it obviously in
volves the use of force on one's fellow 
man, contrary to what our Lord said. 

St. Augustine has written eloquently 
about this. Other theologians have. 

I am grateful in this instance to the 
Christian Life Commission of the 
Southern Baptist Convention, Richard 
D. Land, who sent an analysis of the 
seven elements that Christians should 
consider when faced with the reality of 
war. 

One, is it a just cause? War is only 
permissible to resist aggression and de
fend those victimized by it. Only defen
sive war is defensible. I think it is clear 
here that what the issue is, whether we 
will roll back aggression, nor initiate a 
war of conquest on the part of our 
forces in that nation or that area of 
the world. 

Second, just intent. The only accept
able motive must be to secure justice 
for all involved. Revenge, conquest, 
and economic benefit are insufficient, 
illegitimate, and unacceptable mo
tives. Justice for all involved. I believe 
that President Bush has said clearly 
that withdrawal from Kuwait, restora
tion of the stability of the area, and re
lease of the hostages certainly speaks 
to that element clearly. 

Third, last resort. Resort to arms can 
only be morally legitimate when all 
other avenues of conflict resolution 
have been rebuffed or have demon
strably failed. I don't know what more 
the leaders of the world, the United Na
tions, and President Bush and Sec
retary Baker could have done in ex
hausting our diplomatic initiatives to 
resolve this crisis. 

Fourth, legitimate authority. The 
use of military force is only the prerog
ative of governments. Consequently, 
only the duly constituted civil author
ity can legitimize military action. 
However helpful a U.N. Security Coun
cil vote may be, for Americans the duly 
constituted authority is the govern
ment of the United States and the au
thorizing vehicle is a declaration of 
war. We in Congress under our system 
are the entity that has the responsibil
ity of addressing this, and we are 
today. 

Fifth, limited goals. If the purposes 
is peace, then annihilation of the 
enemy or total destruction of a civili
zation is not acceptable. Total war is 
beyond the pale. Also, unless one's sur
vival or liberty are imperiled, it is not 
acceptable to resort to war unless the 
goals are achievable. Here our Presi
dent has said we have as a goal, the re
moval of Iraq from Kuwait, restoration 
of that govermment, reinstatement of 
the status quo, or rather stability of 
that region of the world. 

Sixth, proportionality. Will the 
human cost of the armed conflict to 
both sides be proportionate to the stat
ed objectives and goals? Does the good 
gained by resort to armed conflict jus
tify the cost of lives lost and bodies 
maimed? I don't know that anybody 
can make a judgment call that would 
cause any Members to agree on that 
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unanimously, but I believe that given 
the goals that President Bush has stat
ed, we pass that test. 

Seventh, noncombatant immunity. 
No war can be just which does not dis
qualify noncombatants as legitimate 
military targets and which does not 
seek to minimize collateral, inadvert
ent civilian casualties. No one has the 
right to make war on civilians. I do not 
know any person who has suggested 
here that America or any of the 28 na
tions allied in the Middle East today 
are stating as their purpose the annihi
lation, or to make war on noncombat
ants in that region of the world. 

D 0940 
For these reasons, I believe that we 

pass the test of a just war, a defensive 
war, and I am prepared to vote for the 
bipartisan resolution and in support of 
it. 

In my closing comments, let me just 
say a little bit about the cost. It is not 
ordinary when war is involved that the 
countries that are victims of the war 
have the wealth that these Persian 
Gulf countries have. I have an analysis 
here that so far they have pledged $15 
billion and we have received $4.2 bil
lion. That is a good step, but I think 
the President and the Secretary of 
State should work diligently to con
vince the Persian Gulf countries to be 
more responsive in burden sharing for 
this exercise. 

The Saudi Arabian Government has 
received excess revenue beyond the 
base price of $21 per barrel which pre
vailed on August 2, 1990. During the 
balance of calendar year 1990, this 
come to $8. 7 billion. To me that is 
windfall income. 

It is true the Saudis have paid sub
stantially for different costs, but I 
think their windfall income is still in 
excess of their fair cost of burden shar
ing for the operation. 

Also the Arab Emirates received 
about 40 percent of that total, or about 
$3.2 billion. 

My point is that burden sharing is an 
important responsibility of our politi
cal leadership in this exercise. 
[From the Christian Life Commission of the 
Southern Baptist Convention, Dec. 21, 1990) 
THE CRISIS IN THE PERSIAN GULF AND "JUST 

WARS" 
[By Richard D. Land, Executive Director) 
Americans and others around the world 

have been terribly concerned these past few 
months about events in the Persian Gulf and 
the Middle East. Will there be war? For 
Christians, the question of the morality of 
war in general, and in this situation in par
ticular, should be paramount. 

The first question Christians should ask is 
whether resort to armed conflict is ever jus
tified, and if so, under what circumstances? 
While there have been persistent elements of 
pacifism within the Christian tradition 
which have rejected all use of violence, for 
most Christians, in most places, at most 
times the answer has been that, yes, resort 
to military conflict by legitimately con
stituted civil authority is justifiable under 

certain circumstances. A useful tool em
ployed by Christians for many centuries in 
discussing such issues of war and peace has 
been "just war theory." This theory was 
adapted by early church leaders, particularly 
St. Augustine, to deal with the reality of war 
in a fallen, sinful world. It must always be 
remembered that just-war theory is not, and 
never was intended to justify war. Instead, it 
tries to bring war under the sway of justice 
as understood by Christians and to insure 
that war, when it does occur, is hedged about 
by limits which reduce its barbarity. In fact, 
if all parties accepted just-war criteria, then 
there would be no wars, since the theory's 
first rule clearly states no war is just unless 
it is a defense against aggression. If everyone . 
adhered to just-war theory, aggression would 
be eliminated. 

When then, are the criteria of just-war the
ory? 

1. Just cause. War is only permissible to 
resist aggression and defend those victimized 
by it. Only defensive war is defensible. 

2. Just intent. The only acceptable motive 
must be to secure justice for all involved. 
Revenge, conquest, and economic benefit are 
insufficient, illegitimate and unacceptable 
motives. 

3. Last resort. Resort to arms can only be 
morally legitimate when all other avenues of 
conflict resolution have been rebuffed or 
have demonstrably failed. 

4. Legitimate authority. The use of mili
tary force is only the prerogative of govern
ments. Consequently, only the duly con
stituted civil authority can legitimatize 
military action. However helpful a United 
Nations Security Council vote may be, for 
Americans the duly constituted authority is 
the government of the United States and the 
authorizing vehicle is a declaration of war. 

5. Limited goals. If the purpose of peace, 
then annihilation of the enemy or total de
struction of his civilization is not accept
able. "Total war" is beyond the pale. Also, 
unless one's survival or liberty are imper
iled, it is not acceptable to resort to war un
less the goals are achievable. 

6. Proportionality. Will the human cost of 
the armed conflict to both sides be propor
tionate to the stated objectives and goals? 
Does the good gained by resort to armed con
flict justify the cost of lives lost and bodies 
maimed? 

7. Noncombatant immunity. No war can be 
just which does not disqualify noncombat
ants as legitimate military targets and 
which does not seek to minimize collateral, 
inadvertent civilian casualties. No one has 
the right to make war on civilians. 

These are the criteria which armed con
flict must meet to be considered just. How do 
these apply to the present crisis? Is Ameri
ca's motive to help erect a stable, just peace 
in the post-cold-war world in which all peo
ple have a reasonable expectation that ag
gressors will be restrained by the world com
munity of nations? If so, then perhaps this is 
a just cause. 

In the attempts to bring to bear historical 
analogies, perhaps the best one to employ in 
the present crisis is Mussolini's invasion of 
Ethiopia in 1935. The League of Nations im
posed an embargo which failed to deter 
Mussolini's aggression, and Ethiopia was 
conquered. 

Quickly, the world became a much more 
dangerous and unstable place. The League of 
Nations' impotence was exposed, and the al
lies' appeasement had begun. In short order, 
Hitler reoccupied the Rhineland, Hitler and 
Mussolini blatantly intervened in the Span
ish Civil War, and Austria was annexed by 

Germany. Then, at Munich, the Allies sur
rendered the Sudetenland and within a short 
period of time the world had disintegrated 
into a worldwide conflict which cost tens of 
millions of lives. 

Mussolini, like Hussein, did not initially 
pose a threat to the survival of the great 
world powers. But his undeterred aggression 
encouraged and abetted the unleashing of 
powerful forces in other lands which ulti
mately threatened the survival of civilized 
humankind. 

Let it be stated here emphatically that 
jobs and oil are not a sufficient or legitimate 
motive. 

Is our goal in the Persian Gulf to roll back 
aggression and to bring relief and justice to 
the Kuwaiti population victimized by Iraqi 
aggression? The horrors of the Amnesty 
International reports of widespread Iraqi 
atrocities are particularly relevant at this 
point. 

Is it further our goal to neutralize Hus
sein's military power and in so doing seek 
justice and peace for the entire region? If so, 
then perhaps our goal is just. A mere res
toration of the status quo ante which leaves 
Hussein's military capability in place is not 
a sufficient goal and would not justify the 
loss of life, American, Kuwaiti, and Iraqi. 

Can such goals be achieved without 
disportionate American, Kuwaiti and Iraqi 
bloodshed? Are there no effective alter
natives to armed conflict to achieve these 
goals? Are there procedures in place to in
sure the minimizing of noncombatant cas
ualties? 

The American citizenry does not have the 
information to answer many of these ques
tions. We have the responsibility to ask 
them, however, and to demand that our 
elected leaders assess the crisis light of 
them, and to provide affirmative answers be
fore resorting to armed force-always a last 
resort. 

President Kennedy said in his inaugural 
address that "a new generation of Americans 
had risen to leadership ready to pay any 
price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, 
support any friend, oppose any foe, in order 
to assure the survival and the success of lib
erty." Subsequent events revealed that we 
were willing to bear some burdens, meet 
some hardships, support some friends, and 
oppose some foes. 

Now another generation has risen to lead
ership, one that has learned the bitter les
sons of the limits of American power and re
solve. President Bush said in his inaugural 
address that "surely the status of limita
tions has been reached on Vietnam." In 
terms of bitterness and recrimination that is 
hopefully true. But the lessons of Vietnam 
endure. For many of us, with the names of 
friends, relatives, and playmates inscribed 
on the onyx marble of the Vietnam memorial 
embedded in the hallowed ground near the 
Lincoln memorial-a promise has been made, 
a vow taken-"Never again!" 

Never will we allow our soldiers to be 
placed at the uncertain end of a long tether 
without sufficient support and resolve at 
home to give them all necessary means to do 
the job. If it is worth American soldiers 
dying, it is worth winning. And unless our 
survival or liberty is at stake, it must be 
winnable. If it is not worth winning (includ
ing the just-war criteria), it is not worth 
shedding of our citizens' blood. 

For this Christian, for this American, for 
this father, these are serious questions with 
the gravest repercussions. To our elected 
leaders, I say, "If you send our young people 
to war, you must have firm, acceptable an-



January 11, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 593 
swers to these questions. We are accountable 
for asking. You are accountable for your an
swers." 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO OPERATION DESERT SHIELD 
[In millions of dollars] 

Direct payments In-kind services Foreign assistance 

Pledged Received Pledged Received Pledged Received 

Saudi Arabia ...................................................................................................................................................................................................... . �1�4 �, �0�0�~�5 �. �0�0�0� 760 �1�4 �, �0�0�~�5 �. �0�0�0� 227 5,000 Unknown. 
Kuwait ................ ................................ .................................................... .................... .. ...................................................................................... . 25,000 2,250 25,000 3 25,000 Do. 
Japan .................................................................................................................................................................................................................. . 22,000 376 32,000 50 2,000 Do. 

""""""" 272 ............. j·2:000 2,000 Do. 
32,000 65 95 Do. 

European Community ................................ .............................. .................. ...................................................................................... ............ ...... .. 
West Germany .............................. .............. .......... .......... .......... ........ .. .......... .. .................................................................................. .................. . 
United Arab Emirates ............................................................................................................... ........................................................................ .. 4 l ,000 250 4 l,000 30 4 l ,000 Do. 
South Korea ...... .. ................ ................................................................................................................................................................................ . 120 4 100 Do. 

�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~�~� 

Italy .................................................................................................................................................................................................................... . 
Canada .................................................................. .............. ...... .................................................................. ...................................................... .. 
France .... ........................................................................................................................ .................................................... ................................ . 
Iceland .............................................................................................................................................................................................................. .. 
Australia .............................................................. ...................................... .... .... ............ .. .................. ................................................................ .. 

Percent .................................................... .............................................. .. ...................................................... .. ................................ .. 

1 Total amount pledged was �$�4 �, �0�0�~�$�5�,�0�0�0� million, but the breakdown between direct payment and in-kind services was not available. 
2 Total amount pledged was $5,000 million, but the breakdown between the three categories was not available. 
3 Total amount pledged was $2,000 million, but the breakdown between direct payment and in-kind services was not available. 
4 Total amount pledged was $1,000 million, but the breakdown between the three categories was not available. 
s It is unclear if this is in addition to the European Community contribution. 

(3,908) 

15.120 4.287 

(379) s 150 Do. 
75 Do. 
40 Do. 
2.5 Do. 

""'" ""'""' 28:4 Do. 

NOTE.-As of November 30, 1990, the Defense Cooperation Account which contains the direct payments received from foreign government contributions totaled approximately $3.9 billion. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington , DC, January 9, 1991. 

BURDEN SHARING IN THE MIDDLE EAST IS 
SOUND PuBLIC POLICY 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: The U.S. Congress will 
soon be called upon to vote on several resolu
tions relating to the prospective use of force 
in the Middle East. Among other things, we 
may have to vote upon one or more resolu
tions clarifying our position with respect to 
the President's multilateral initiative to 
halt the march of Saddam Hussein through 
the oil fields in the Gulf. 

As you know, Americans of all political 
and ideological persuasions have debated the 
merits of U.S. involvement abroad, with 
some favoring swift military intervention to 
protect vital U.S. interests there and others 
raising serious reservations about the nature 
of the U.S. interests involved. Although I 
share many of the reservations expressed, I 
will support the use of force provided: (1) all 
reasonable diplomatic alternatives have been 
pursued; (2) the U.S. commander of the mul
tilateral force in the Gulf has clear author
ity over the forces there; (3) if the President 
directs that military action take place, and 
the Congress endorses such action, our mili
tary leaders have authority to prosecute the 
war with no interference from political au
thorities, as was the case in Viet Nam; and 
(4) our allies contribute to an equitable bur
den sharing arrangement. 

No matter how one views the current con
flict, I think we can all agree that the inter
ests we are defending are international in 
nature and demand an international re
sponse. 

What does this mean with respect to the 
U.S. role in this impending conflict? 

At a minimum, it means that the United 
States must demand a full and fair level of 
participation and support from all of our al
lies. Saudi Arabia and other Middle Eastern 
oil exporting countries have reaped enor
mous profits from the upsurge in oil prices 
since August. According to my calculations, 
while the Saudis have realized a total wind
fall of almost S9 billion since the August in
vasion, they have contributed only $760 mil
lion to the multilateral effort in the Gulf. 
Ot;hers estimate the total Saudi windfall to 
be in excess of $15 billion, and the windfall 
for the United Arab Emirates at 40 percent of 
the Saudi total. 

ESTIMATED SAUDI WINDFALL FROM GULF CRISIS 

Increase beyond Total Saudi pro-base Aug. 2, 1990 Total wind-Month price of $21 per duction (millions fall 
barrel of barrels/day) 

August ................. $6.00 5.80 $1,078.8 
September ............ 8.00 7.75 1,860.0 
October .. .......... .... 10.00 7.75 2,402.5 
November ............. 8.00 8.00 1,920.0 
December ............. 6.00 8.00 1,488.0 

Total .. ..... ...... ...................... .. .............................. 8,749.3 

Clearly, our friends in the Gulf should con
tribute more to the success of Operation 
Desert Shield. Similarly, Japan, Germany, 
and other Western nations derive a much 
greater portion of their imported oil from 
the Middle East than does the United States, 
yet their contributions to the effort to date 
do not reflect that fact. As supporters of the 
United Nations resolution justifying the use 
of force in the Gulf, these nations must also 
assume a greater share of the responsibility 
in this venture. 

In addition to Saudi Arabia's parsimonious 
contribution of $760 million, the United Arab 
Emirates has added a mere $250 million to 
the military effort in the Gulf. The contribu
tions from Germany ($272 million) and Japan 
($426 million) have been similarly inad
equate. Only Great Britain appears to be 
holding its own in this regard. 

When we vote on Operation Desert Shield, 
I hope you will support the inclusion of lan
guage directing the State Department to 
seek additional financial, material, and 
human contributions from both our Western 
allies and our friends in the Gulf. Saddam 
Hussein's actions threaten the peace and sta
bility of the whole world, not just the United 
States. The overwhelming support in the 
United Nations for Operation Desert Shield 
indicates that our allies recognize the nature 
of the threat posed by Hussein. But we de
serve more than mere rhetorical support 
from our friends. Our allies should assume 
responsibility for this massive undertaking 
in proportion to the benefits they derive 
from it . 

I hope you will support efforts to increase 
the participation of our allies in this risky 
venture. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM E. DANNEMEYER, 

Member of Congress. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 7 minutes to the gen-

tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER], a 
Member of the Republican leadership. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been listening over the last several 
minutes and yesterday to a number of 
statements to the effect that we should 
go the long run. We should have some 
endurance in this case and we should 
have some great patience and time 
should work in our favor. I think in 
fact that is not the case. 

For those who feel that they are 
doing a favor to our American military 
people who are in the Middle East right 
now waiting to take action, I think if 
they could speak to this debate I be
lieve that their statement might be, 
"Please, United States Congress, don't 
do us too many favors." 

Let me speak to my greatest con
cern, and I have done some study on 
this as a member of the House Armed 
Services Committee. I have talked to a 
number of experts. I know a number of 
us in the House are concerned· about 
this issue. A number of members of the 
executive branch have done some work 
on this. But the point is that the clock 
is ticking not only with respect to Sad
dam Hussein's continued construction 
of chemical and biological weapons, 
but also nuclear weapons. We have a 
somewhat fuzzy picture of exactly 
what he has right now. I think if there 
is any consensus it is that we do not 
know precisely what he has, but we do 
know some basic facts about the mate
rials that he has in fact acquired that 
have been seen by inspection teams as 
recently as last year. 

Saddam Hussein has 27 pounds of en
riched uranium. That is enough ura
nium to build at least one nuclear 
weapon and possibly several. 

He also has 250 tons of uranium 
oxide, which if enriched would produce 
many, many weapons. 

A number of our very fine scientists 
have pointed out that there is a good 
chance that he also has plutonium and 
tritium, and if he has tritium that is 
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going to increase the yield of his nu
clear devices greatly and expand great
ly our estimate of the force and de
struction and casualty causing capabil
ity that Saddam Hussein has. 

So as this clock ticks away and we 
take no action, Saddam Hussein is rac
ing, just as Adolf Hitler was racing in 
World War II, to build a nuclear sys
tem. 

Now, I think we are going to see be
cause of the liberalization of tech
nology transfer that has now been 
manifested by votes in this Congress 
and in parliaments and governments 
around the world, we are seeing a lib
eral flow of technology, much of which 
is used in the development of nuclear 
systems in many Third World coun
tries. I think over the next several 
years it is going to be impossible even 
assuming Saddam Hussein does not 
have everything he needs right now to 
build a nuclear system, it is going to be 
impossible to keep him from acquiring 
the other elements that he needs. 

But let me take some statements 
from experts who are considered to be 
middle-of-the-roaders on this particu
lar issue who addressed the Armed 
Services Committee in the hearings we 
had. 

Let me first give a statement from 
Leonard Spector who is a senior associ
ate, Carnegie Endowment for Inter
national Peace. He says this: 

In the end I do not believe that Iraq's nu
clear potential should necessarily push us 
into war, but I believe it poses a threat of 
considerable gravity that must be taken into 
account by Congress and the administration 
as they determine our next moves in the 
gulf. 

Now, here is a gentleman who is obvi
ously not considered to be a hardliner 
or a hardcore conservative or a hawk 
on this issue who understands and ap
preciates the fact that Saddam Hussein 
is moving toward the acquisition of a 
nuclear system. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I think the gentleman makes 
obviously a very good point about our 
concern over Saddam Hussein and 
whether or not Iraq under his leader
ship, if we can use that term, or under 
his control would acquire nuclear 
weapons. 

As the gentleman knows, a number of 
us were in the Middle East just this 
last week. In discussing this with var
ious Israeli officials, they made it very 
clear that they did not believe that he 
could complete the nuclear circle and 
acquire weapons without the help of 
the Europeans. 

I guess what is distressing, and I as
sume it distresses the gentleman in the 
well also, is that here we are with 
430,000 of our troops and our treasure 
on the front line and we continue to 

read of German firms and possibly . 
French firms that are still engaging, or 
trying to engage in commerce with 
Iraq. 

I think the gentleman and the Armed 
Services Committee and others are 
concerned that if we cannot get a 
pledge out of these nations that they 
are not going to police their firms, I 
find it very difficult to extend our 
young people's lives to stop this nu
clear menace with this fanatic in con
trol, and yet they are not even willing 
to interrupt their commerce. I just 
wondered if the gentleman knows what 
we are doing about it. 

Mr. HUNTER. Let me address that 
issue, Mr. Speaker. 

As the gentleman may have seen 
from recent debates on technology 
transfer, I think that we transfer far 
too much technology. I voted against 
the last bill that we passed in this 
House that I considered to be a liberal
ization of technology transfer. We have 
to stop our allies from doing that. We 
now have some consensus that they are 
not going to do it anymore; but the 
fact remains that if you analyze Sad
dam Hussein's present inventory, he 
has 27 pounds of enriched uranium, he 
has 250 tons of uranium oxide. He has 
already purchased most of the ingredi
ents that he needs. 

Talking with one scientist yesterday 
from a national laboratory, he stated it 
is his opinion that Saddam Hussein has 
everything he needs or can get any
thing else he needs on a commercial 
level. The only thing that stands be
tween Saddam Hussein and building a 
nuclear device, not a very sophisti
cated device, but a nuclear device capa
ble of killing a lot of Americans or 
other allies is time, the other two reso
lutions would give that time to Sad
dam Hussein. Time is something we 
cannot give this madman with respect 
to his nuclear development program. 

D 0950 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi
nois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, war is not just a word. In today's 
world it refers to massive death, de
struction, and annihilation; hardship, 
food and medical shortages; economic 
disability, and countless other forms of 
disaster. Yet, through his uncompro
mising rhetoric and actions that it 
seems the President of the United 
States is eager to start one. The con
clusion I am left with after the recent 
weeks and months of Presidential 
statements and directives is that per
haps the President does not really 
want to look at the consequences of his 
actions. 

Do we really believe that we can go 
into war action against the Iraqis with
out sustaining an extreme number of 
casual ties? Do we believe we can pre
vent any harm from being inflicted 

within the borders of the United States 
by the terrorists committed to the 
holy war which Saddam Hussein has 
promised? Do we really believe that the 
provocations are severe enough to ask 
many Americans to make the ultimate 
sacrifice while asking many more to 
endure great hardships? 

Now although estimates vary widely, 
many experts maintain that the United 
States would suffer tens of thousands 
of casualties if we go to war. Numbers 
like that scare me. They mean that 
millions of Americans will be person
ally affected. 

Consider also that many of these cas
ualties will be women. I talked to some 
of the Members who were in the Per
sian Gulf over the past few days and 
they said they saw many women who 
were there because they believe in sup
porting their country. But these are 
also women who are mothers, who have 
young children who have been left be
hind, who are going to need them. They 
want them to come back. We in Amer
ica are not used to seeing our women
our female military personnel-dis
membered and maimed in war. And 
that is a reality that I do not believe 
we are eager to see. 

Now the loss of all kinds of military 
equipment-ships, tanks, planes, guns, 
et cetera-we know is going to be a 
crippling and costly effect of the war. 
Such a substantial loss of America's 
defense potential will severely weaken 
us against any other threat in coming 
years. But we can deal with that sort of 
thing to some great extent. 

But it seems to me that we must re
member that these are very serious 
times. It is not about whether or not 
we are going to be tough guys or tough 
women; it is about whether we are 
going to be rational in deciding wheth
er to put our people through the de
struction of war. 

I consider myself a fairly young 
woman although I am middle age in 
many respects. But for all of my life I 
have lived in periods of war. When I 
was a young child I heard on the Jack 
Armstrong radio show-which was in
terrupted for a special announcement
that our country was at war. I did not 
want to believe that. I was frightened, 
scared to death, thinking that war was 
going to be right outside my door in 
the apartment in which we were living 
at the time. 

And then when I became a high 
school student the fellow I was dating 
and all of our friends went to war in 
Korea. Then as I became older there 
was another war, this time in Vietnam, 
and I was concerned that my son would 
be drafted to defend this country and 
possibly lay down his life. 

Now we call ourselves a peace-loving 
people in this country. And yet every 
decade or so we find ourselves shoul
dering the gun, marching off to war, 
jeopardizing the lives of 17-, 18-, 19-, 20-
year old men and women. 
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I believe it is time for us to stand fore us, Mr. Speaker and ladies and 

back and look at what we are doing, gentlemen of the House, is who initi
look at the lives we will be destroying, ated the crisis in the desert that 
look at the devastation that we will plagues the world today? Who started 
bring to our country and to our people it? 
here in the United States in a time of Hardly we; obviously they. 
war crisis, economic crisis as well. The Iraqis continue to exclaim that 

It seems to me we ought to let the the United States wants war. They con
sanctions work, we certainly ought to tinue to attempt to portray this mat
embrace the Durbin-Bennett resolution ter as the United States versus Iraq. 
which says that Congress must first ap- . This, as a practical matter, Mr. Speak
prove any offensive military action er, is the world versus Iraq. This can
against Iraq before such action may be cerous problem must be resolved, it 
initiated. Inasmuch as it appears that seems to me, in a timely manner. Sad
the President does not have peace on dam and the world are watching today 
his mind, we here in Congress-the peo- and tomorrow what transpires in this, 
ple's representatives-must be the only the people's House. 
triumphant voice and insist that all Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
other diplomatic means be taken in minutes to the gentleman from Indiana 
order to avoid war. That is our con- [Mr. JACOBS]. 
stitutional duty. I, therefore, encour- Mr. JACOBS. Mr. Speaker, I think 
age all of my colleagues to use that that our country has a checkered past 
constitutional power to vote for peace when it comes to indignation about ag
and to support the Gephardt-Hamilton gression. 
resolution. For example, when China did the 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, will the same thing to Tibet that Iraq has done 
gentlewoman yield? to Kuwait, the reaction from this ad-

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. I yield to ministration or the first part of this 
the gentleman from Michigan. administration was not to say that we 

Mr. HENRY. I thank the gentle- had to go and kill a lot of our young 
women for yielding. people. Although China was also devel-

I just would make a little intellec- oping nuclear capability the reaction 
tual distinction between peace-loving was for President Reagan to come to 
and sometimes being required to be Congress and ask for authority to sell 
peace-keeping and peace-making. nuclear technology to Red China. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Peace-lov- Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
ing and peace-making are both very gentleman yield? 
good. However I think we are respon- Mr. JACOBS. I yield to the gen-
sible for our actions. We can rational- tleman from Illinois. 
ize anything we want to, but that does Mr. YATES. I thank the gentleman 
not eliminate the fact that blood will for yielding. 
be shed and that blood will be of 17-, 18- Mr. Speaker, Hafiz al-Asad of Syria is 
, 19-, 20-year-old young men and women doing the same thing in Lebanon 
of our country; and I for one will not today. He is taking over Lebanon with
vote for any kind of resolution that is out protest. 
going to do that unless I see for myself Mr. JACOBS. I did not get to that 
that such action is needed, and I do not yet. I am glad the gentleman took care 
see it now. of that. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. If you want to talk about large na-
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen- tions that invade weaker neighbors, 
tleman from North Carolina [Mr. our skirts are not exactly immaculate, 
COBLE]. are they? If anybody remembers Gre-

Mr. COBLE. I thank the gentleman nada, it was a weak neighbor. We are a 
for yielding. strong nation. We invaded. Of course, 

Mr. Speaker, some Americans con- we are right and everybody else is 
tinue to portray themselves as insolu- wrong when we invade other countries. 
ble enigmas. Earlier this week, for ex- But that is the crazy-quilt pattern of 
ample, one of my constituents ap- American history certainly in the last 
proached me in my district and an- decade or so. It seems to me the admin
nounced, "I wish I trusted President istration has a hard time making up its 
Bush more." mind. 

I look at him incredulously and Let us take the brutality, the unde-
asked, "Are you by implication sug- niable brutality of the Iraqis against 
gesting that you trust Saddam Hus- the Kuwaitis. 
sein?" When it comes to El Salvador, we fi-

He did not respond. nance the brutality against their own 
My point, Mr. Speaker, is that so people. 

many Americans are quick to point ac- What is this selective morality that 
cusatory fingers at our own Govern- justifies our pulling the lanyard of war 
ment but reluctant to, in any way, and blowing away-I do not mean blow
criticize our adversaries. ing away-does anybody understand if 

To extend the time to keep sanctions you get a piece of shrapnel in your 
in place in my opinion is foolhardy. It backbone, does anybody understand a 
merely affords Hussein additional wea- poncho oozing blood wrapped around a 
seling time. One significant issue be- dead body? Does anybody understand 

that? Must we all believe that we are 
playing Ra.mbo, that we are playing 
war games here? 

It is forever, it is total war for the 
kid who gets blown away. 

In a civilized country, when war is an 
option it is by definition not the op
tion. 

In World War II, you will find this in 
Manchester's book called "Goodbye 
Darkness." Some Marine general's in 
the Pacific recommended that we by
pass an island and, in effect, have an 
economic boycott to starve them out. 
They recommended that to Washing
ton. There was an American naval offi
cer up in Canada visiting who counter
manded that order, and in retrospect 
thousands and thousands of young 
Americans were unnecessarily slaugh
tered just because some fell ow sipping 
tea was casual about being a hero on 
somebody else's time. 

0 1000 
Mr. Speaker, I think, if we go to war, 

it should be because we have to, not 
just because we have a chance to. I be
lieve that the American people ought 
to know by now that there is human 
folly, as Barbara Tuchman put it-The 
March of human Folly and borrowing 
money to borrow trouble in other peo-
ple's wars. · 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HENRY]. 

Mr. HENRY. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
somber and difficult debate. Each 
Member of Congress had hoped that 
Saddam Hussein and the Government 
of Iraq would not lead us down this 
path of terrible consequence. Each of 
us wishes that in the waning hours of 
the timeframe established by United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 
768, Saddam Hussein will yet choose to 
withdraw from his illegal occupation of 
Kuwait, and fully comply with the de
mands of the world community as ex
pressed in no less than 12 resolutions 
adopted by the Security Council. 

Each Member of Congress stands in 
opposition to what Saddam Hussein 
has done. Each Member of Congress 
stands firm in the belief that Saddam 
must leave Kuwait, and restore the 
principle of law in the conduct between 
sovereign nations. And hopefully, each 
Member of Congress understands that 
international military actions of this 
sort cannot be allowed to succeed with
out gravely affecting global stability. 

Before us now is the question of what 
means should be used to secure the 
ends of our convictions. First comes 
the question of whether or not the 
President, as Commander in Chief, has 
the constitutional authority to strike 
Iraq militarily without explicit con
gressional assent and authorization. Is 
the power to "declare" war granted to 
Congress under the Constitution mere
ly a formal act of declaration distinct 
from the power to "conduct" war 
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granted to the President as Com
mander in Chief? It is clear that under 
many circumstances, the President has 
the constitutional right to take a mili
tary action on behalf of the national 
interest. But I would argue strongly 
that in this instance, congressional as
sent to do so is not only constitu
tionally mandated but also a political 
necessity. 

The nature and magnitude of the 
military operation being contemplated 
and the fact that U .N. Security Council 
Resolution 678 gives us foreknowledge 
of the time at which U .N. member 
states may exercise "all necessary 
means," including military force, cer
tainly require Members of Congress to 
either explicitly authorize or deny the 
President the authority to act in this 
instance. Further, any military en
gagement that may be necessary will 
be helped, not hindered, by the dem
onstration of domestic political sup
port. 

For the record, then, I would like to 
make clear that I believe that the 
President is required to have congres
sional authority in this instance, and 
that such authority is part and parcel 
of the bipartisan Solarz-Michel resolu
tion that is now before the House of 
Representatives. The intent of this res
olution is to explicitly authorize the 
United States to use force to imple
ment the United Nations Security 
Council resolution on Iraq's invasion of 
Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, a second question re
mains: Should the Solarz-Michel reso
lution be passed in favor of the alter
native Hamilton-Gephardt resolution, 
which calls for continuing economic 
and trade sanctions against Iraq and 
postponing the question of using mili
tary force? 

Mr. Speaker, I very strongly support 
the bipartisan Solarz-Michel resolution 
authorizing the immediate implemen
tation of Security Council Resolution 
678. I do so not because I have any less 
desire to see a peaceful, diplomatic res
olution to the conflict in the Persian 
Gulf than any 9ther Member of Con
gress has, but I firmly believe that 
passing the Solarz-Michel resolution 
will provide us the last best hope for 
peace in the days leading up to Janu
ary 15. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the Solarz
Michel resolution for the following rea
sons: 

First, to delay in this matter only 
gives Saddam Hussein the wrong mes
sage. Surely, he will interpret delay in 
the implementation of the United Na
tions resolution as a lack of will, and 
not just as a disagreement over means. 

Second, all the questions about post
poning military actions reappear when 
a proposed extension expires. The ques
tions will be the same, and Saddam 
Hussein will only believe that, having 
postponed implementation once, we 

shall be willing to postpone implemen
tation yet again. 

Third, the safety of our troops de
mands expeditious resolution of the 
current crisis in the Persian Gulf. The 
climatic factors will change very dra
matically in the next 8 weeks, and will 
place our military position at a dis
advantage in relationship to that of 
the Iraqi troops. 

Fourth, the morale of our troops de
mands an expeditious resolution of this 
crisis. Calling up of Reserves, in par
ticular, has our military personnel sta
tioned in the gulf and their families at 
home expecting 180-day tours of duty. 
If it is possible, we ought to seek to 
honor that expectation, given the hard
ships this callup has placed on families 
here at home. Right now, our troops' 
morale is extremely high. We should 
not pursue any policy that could un
dermine that strength. 

Fifth, postponing the U.N. Security 
Council resolution will only give Sad
dam Hussein more reasons to try to 
split the U.N. alliance that currently 
stands against him. Just as our own 
nation contains a broad spectrum of 
political opinions on this matter, do
mestic disputes are present in other 
nations of the alliance as well. To 
allow Saddam Hussein to play these 
disputes against one another, and to 
play nations now allied together 
against each other, portends nothing 
but further political fragmentation of 
our efforts if we do not demonstrate 
firm resolve today. 

Sixth, and finally, Mr. Speaker, I 
support the resolution for the simple 
reason that the U.S. Congress ought 
not put itself at odds against the Unit
ed Nations, or question the considered 
opinion and actions of the Security 
Council. For the United States to turn 
against the United Nations in this in
stance would strike a blow against the 
struggle to refine and strengthen inter
national peace-keeping institutions 
that will be so important in the post
cold-war era. 

Mr. Speaker, allow me also to use 
this opportunity to express my strong 
support and agreement with the sub
stance of the President's policy in this 
crisis. This is the first major test of 
how the world community will handle 
threats to global peace and stability in 
the post-cold-war era. The President 
and the world community through the 
United Nations have rightly under
stood that to allow Saddam Hussein to 
succeed with his aggression would en
courage him to continue his regional 
aggressions and hostilities, and would 
encourage others to attempt the same. 
How the world community responds in 
this instance sets peace-keeping pat
terns in a world political environment 
that is dramatically different from the 
one we have known for many years. 

In conjunction with that fact, the 
President has rightfully understood 
that the U.N. peace-keeping machinery 

is a very important part of any expres
sion of national interest in this serious 
matter. We must not forget the out
standing progress that has been 
achieved through the peace-keeping 
machinery of the United Nations and 
the Security Council in particular. And 
I wish to commend President Bush for 
his foresight in this matter and for 
working through and with the Security 
Council in conducting our national pol
icy. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope and pray for a 
diplomatic resolution to the crisis. But 
we cannot show any hesitancy in our 
determination to fulfill commitments 
we have made to and through the world 
community-to the allied nations 
joined with us in the Persian Gulf, to 
the United Nations, which joins with us 
in this effort, to the Kuwaiti people, or 
to the principles of law upon which 
peace between the nations ultimately 
rests. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. YATES]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, yesterday I 
listened to one of the most poignant 
speeches that I have ever heard. I lis
tened to my good friend, the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BENNE'IT] reveal 
what must have been a most soul
searched confession. He talked about 
the fact that he had been in the Con
gress for 43 years, that he had cast ap
proximately 15,000 votes, and, after re
viewing this entire congressional ca
reer and the votes that he had made, 
there was one vote that he was sorry he 
had cast and that he wished that he 
had it back again. That was the vote 
that he made in favor of the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I can sympathize with 
my good friend from Florida. Every 
Member of the House voted for that 
resolution. Only two Senators, as a 
matter of fact, voted against it when it 
was before the Senate, but every Mem
ber of the House voted against it, 
which was understandable because the 
vote on that resolution came hard upon 
an attack the President said had been 
made by North Vietnamese torpedo 
boats against American destroyers 
Maddox and Turner Joy in the Gulf of 
Tonkin. The President sent up to the 
Congress a request asking them to sup
port him in the use of our Armed 
Forces in repelling North Vietnam's 
aggression. The House, caught in the 
fervor of replying to the torpedo boat 
attack gave him that power by a unan
imous vote. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BENNETT], my good friend, 
and I came to the House together, in 
the election of 1948. I was not in the 
Congress in 1964 when the Gulf of Ton
kin resolution was voted on. I had tried 
unsuccessfully to become a Senator in 
1962 and was out of Congress for one 
term. I often wonder how I would have 
voted on that resolution. I think, may 
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I say to my good friend from Florida, 
in the heat of the circumstance with 
which that resolution was presented, I 
probably would have voted with him, 
but I would like to think that perhaps 
I would not have voted that way. But 
everybody was caught up in supporting 
the President in repelling that das
tardly Communist attack. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, a few months 
later the Department of the Navy ad
mitted there had been no attack upon 
our destroyers by North Vietnam tor
pedo boats. The report there had been 
such an attack was in error. · 

It is not too much to say that the So
larz-Michel resolution may be com
pared to the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. 
Both embodied Presidential requests 
for congressional approval to use our 
Armed Forces. I do not think that 
President Bush has made a case for 
using our Armed Forces. His letter to 
all of us in which he asks us to support 
him says that Iraq threatens our vital 
interests. What vital interests of ours 
is threatened by Iraq? He did not speci
fy any vital interests that had been 
placed in jeopardy by Iraq's invasion of 
Kuwait. It would appear that this was 
a presidential exaggeration in order to 
garner votes for the resolution which 
would give him congressional author
ity to use our Armed Forces in the 
Middle East. 

D 1010 
But what is it, Mr. Speaker-what is 

it that has changed the administra
tion's favorable treatment of Saddam 
Hussein and Iraq of wooing him seek
ing to nourish his friendship by favor
able trade and arms deals up to the 
time of his invasion of Kuwait. Sud
denly the administration recognized 
the evil character of their erstwhile 
friend. Now they are trying to remedy 
their error by mobilizing the world 
against Iraq. Now the President wants 
the Congress to authorize use of an 
armed force against Iraq. 

It could be argued that Saddam Hus
sein acted upon what can only be inter
preted as an invitation offered by our 
administration to attack Kuwait. That· 
is revealed in the transcript of the 
meeting between Ambassador Glaspie 
and Saddam Hussein before his inva
sion of Kuwait. Actually, under the 
Secretary of State's instruction, our 
Ambassador told Saddam we had no in
terest in his border dispute with Ku
wait when he raised the question. 

The truth is, Mr. Speaker, that Presi
dents have not always told the truth to 
the Congress when they seek to get 
their assistance. The President says 
our vital interests are threatened. I 
have yet to hear of any of our vital in
terest that has been threatened. That 
is why I propose to give a chance for 
the sanctions to work by voting for the 
Hamilton-Gephardt bill and against the 
Solarz-Michel resolution to give Presi-

dent Bush war-making powers in the 
Middle East. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wyo
ming [Mr. THOMAS]. 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, the focus of this debate for all 
parties should be how we best find a 
peaceful solution to the Middle East 
crisis. The chance for a peaceful solu
tion is enhanced, in my view, by the 
use of all of the available options
sanctions, diplomacy, threatened mili
tary action-backed by a solid national 
resolve. In the final analysis, should 
other alternatives not be effective, 
military force to expel Saddam Hussein 
from Kuwait, unconditionally, is the 
final option. And the willingness to use 
that option is the only reason to be
lieve the others might succeed. 

To negotiate in these final tense 
days, we must have the firm resolve of 
this Congress to get Saddam Hussein, a 
world terrorist, out of Kuwait. There 
does not seem to be great division on 
that goal. 

Consideration and backing by the 
Congress of the U.N. resolution should 
have come months ago. Instead, Con
gress dodged this important vote. If 
only those service men in the gulf can 
dodge bullets as easily as this Congress 
has dodged hard questions and chal
lenges. 

The reasons for our involvement have 
crystallized into a multifaceted and 
critical explanation: The menacing 
threat of a military-oriented dictator's 
potential command of the world's econ
omy by controlling much of the world's 
energy supply; Hussein's record of ag
gression and his military capacity for 
mass destruction-including chemical 
and nuclear weapons; the violence done 
to thousands of Americans and our al
lies as human shields or living targets 
of war; the terrorist threats risked on 
our own soil; the spectacle of the end of 
the 40-year cold war being interrupted 
by naked aggression and brutality to a 
neighboring country; and the prospect 
of an explosion of tensions in the tre
mendously unsettled Middle East, 
eruptions that would be felt through
out the world. The reasons for our in
volvement seem to be clear. 

The question before us is a simple 
one. Do we support the President and 
give him all the options that are nec
essary to carry out the U.N. resolution 
supported by at least 28 nations, as 
well as the commitment made in this 
country? Or do we, in fact, play the 
card Hussein wants us to play by show
ing division, demonstrating weakness, 
undermining all the long, hard-sought 
efforts that have been made by men 
and women apparently more coura
geous than we? 

Some argue that the military option 
should be denied the President and 
that economic sanctions and diplomacy 
should be continued. I agree that every 
avenue of diplomatic and economic so-

lutions should be explored. I very much 
want those efforts to continue. The 
January 15 deadline doesn't require 
that military action begin. Sanctions . 
are helpful and no doubt have brought 
some economic discomfort to Iraq. It is 
increasingly clear that sanctions alone 
will not bring about withdrawal from 
Kuwait, nor will diplomacy be effective 
if military force is removed as an op
tion. 

This vote will be a test of the sys
tem-the ability of a democracy to 
give its leaders the strong support nec
essary in making the kinds of decisions 
that a superpower must make in world 
diplomacy? 

No one wants war-the question is, 
what is our best route to find a peace
ful settlement? In dealing with a per
sonality like Saddam Hussein, I think 
the answer is clear. There will be no 
movement on his part unless he is per
suaded that the United States and the 
United Nations are firm in their re
solve and that whatever means nec
essary will be used for his uncondi
tional withdrawal from Kuwait. 

Peaceful, diplomatic solutions have 
been and are being pursued. But if Hus
sein believes he has a window of oppor
tunity demonstrated by Congress, or in 
his eyes, America's lack of resolve, 
those efforts of peace will be lost. We 
must be strong in dealing with Hus
sein. This vote is the time to show it. 

The President needs our support. 
Four hundred thousand United States 
service men and women in Saudi Ara
bia need our support. This country 
needs our support. It is time for us to 
come together and put it on the line. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Pentagon ordered 16,000 human re
mains pouches. Now, if all the so-called 
experts around here are correct that 
they are predicting 1,000 dead Ameri
cans, then why did the Pentagon re
cently order 16,000 human remains 
pouches. 

The truth of the matter is, plain and 
simple, these are body bags. They have 
gone to a day when shovels have be
coming entrenching tools, copper wire 
has become remote rotor antennas, and 
now body bags are human remains 
pouches. And let me tell you what: 
There are going to be a lot of dead 
Americans, because it is basically 
Americans in the front line. 

Now, I understand the political rhet
oric, and there is an old saying in 
America, "When the going gets tough, 
the tough get going." Well, let me tell 
Members what you are voting on 
today. There is a saying that our allies 
have, from Japan, to Germany, and any 
and all around the globe. They say, 
"When the going gets tough, send in 
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Uncle Sam. Congress won't object to it. 
They will even pay for the damn 
thing." 

Now, let me tell you what: The 
American people overwhelmingly voted 
for George Bush, but the American peo
ple do not want Congress to grant him 
the power of King George. You believe 
me when I tell you that. If they were 
informed as to what was going on in 
the constitutional responsibility, and 
they really were able to participate in 
a debate of constitutional law. they 
would 95 percent stand up and say, 
"Congress. if you capitulate to this 
President, attempting to seize the con
stitutional power of a monarch, then 
you are a bunch of wimps." 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, the state
ment was made by the Speaker before 
that we ought to support the President. 
It is wrong to support the President 
where his policy is against our national 
interest. During the Korean war in 1951 
when I was in Congress, one of those 
who was most critical of President 
Truman was Senator Robert A. Taft of 
Ohio. You remember Senator Taft. He 
was the minority leader of the Senate. 
He was known as Mr. Republican. 

He was criticized for objecting to 
what President Truman was doing. 
Senator Taft, said this, a statement 
with which I agree: 

As I see it, Members of Congress have a 
constitutional obligation to reexamine con
stantly and discuss the foreign policy of the 
United States. If we permit appeals to unity 
to bring an end to that criticism, we endan
ger not only the constitutional liberties of 
the country, but even its very existence. 

Every Member of the House has his 
own responsibilities and his own con
science to observe, especially on grave 
matters like war or peace. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRAFICANT. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HUNTER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. To my friend I would say 
this: regardless of our respective feel
ings on the President's right to declare 
war, to wage an offensive action with
out permission of Congress, we are en
gaged today in making the decision as 
to whether or not we are in fact going 
to give him in this case authorization 
to move offensively in the gulf. We 
have analyzed the situation. We are de
bating that. So this is not a question 
on whether or not Congress has a say. 
We are having our say today. 

It is my estimation, and most of the 
polls that I have seen reflecting on the 
American people, most of the polls that 
I have seen, and I think most of my 
constituents have really looked at this 
thing and read all of the available in
formation, most of the American peo-

ple support this action by the Presi
dent. 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, I have heard all of 
that discussion. I have heard talk that 
today we are sending signals to Mr. 
Hussein. Let me tell you what, folks: 
We do not work for the railroad. We do 
not send signals. We pass legislation. 
And we are confined and constricted by 
the fine line of the Constitution. That 
is what we do here, if anybody wants to 
figure that out. 

D 1020 
Let me tell you what, let us talk 

about the polls. Here is what has hap
pened in this country. Supposedly Con
gress sets policy. A Chief Executive 
carries it out. The court may decide 
the difference. 

Not anymore. The court makes the 
law through precedent cases in the 
court. The President, he has his polls 
out there, and through news con
ferences he determines what the law is 
going to be and Congress, they go 
along, herded like a group of lemmings 
passing laws that stink, from the budg
et, to trade, to a lack of energy policy, 
economic policy. Now we are into the · 
fiber of the Constitution itself, 18 para
graphs listing the powers of Congress, 
six of those paragraphs specifically 
dealing with the warmaking powers of 
Congress, three paragraphs for the 
President, two of them dealing with 
treaties and the appointment of judges, 
and they even have to be approved by 
the Senate. 

He is a Chief Executive only. He car
ries out the policies of the board of di
rectors. You are the board. You answer 
to the people. The people run the gov
ernment, not one man. 

I am not against George Bush. I hope 
to God he goes down in history as one 
of our greatest Presidents. But our 
Constitution makes sure that no man, 
no man or woman can set this Nation 
to war or can hurt our policies, and I 
am not going to be a part of it. 

You take a look at this whole deba
cle. We canceled a $7 billion loan to 
Egypt. Where are our allies? Are they 
going to. be placing America's dead into 
body bags and shipping them back to 
us? Half of them will not attack Iraq. I 
will be damned if the people from my 
district are going to go over there and 
die. And to tell you the truth, it is the 
poor from districts like mine that are 
in the front lines. 

I do not like it. Stand for the Con
stitution. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 15 seconds. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond 
to one thing the gentleman said and 
point out to my colleagues that of the 
total force structure over there in 
Saudi Arabia now. 250,000 are troops of 
our allies, not American troops, almost 
half of the force structure, and 75 per-

cent of the cost to us of being there has 
been paid for by others. 

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO]. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in support of House Joint Resolu
tion 62 the bipartisan resolution au
thorizing the use of U.S. Armed Forces 
pursuant to U.N. Security Council Res
olution 678. I feel strongly that if Sad
dam Hussein believes we will not use 
force, he will never withdraw from Ku
wait and will continue to directly 
threaten vital American national secu
rity interests. Passage of this resolu
tion is absolutely critical to convinc
ing Saddam. 

The crisis in the Persian Gulf is of 
paramount importance to the United 
States. I have long supported Congress 
taking legislative action, that is ful
filling its constitutional responsibility 
as a coequal branch of Government. 
While I believe we should have taken 
action earlier, and we had the author
ity to come into session and do so, I be
lieve the appropriate, and much needed 
action, is passage of House Joint Reso
lution 62. Our bold, yet responsible, 
policy, as directed by President Bush, 
is the right one with the best change of 
achieving our goals peacefully. As so 
well stated in the liberty song of our 
own American Revolution, "Then join 
hand in hand, brave Americans all! By 
uniting we stand, by dividing we fall." 
This wisdom is still very benefiting 
today. As during other times of grave 
threat to our nation and with hundreds 
of thousands of American military per
sonnel deployed in the gulf. now is the 
time to put our differences aside and 
strongly stand up for our interests by 
supporting the President through this 
truly bipartisan resolution. 

Contrary to the erroneous claims of 
some, this is not a war resolution. It is 
not a declaration of war. Rather it is a 
declaration of support for U.N. resolu
tions to date. No one wants war. As a 
World War II veteran myself, I know 
the horrors of war. I very much hope 
conflict can be avoided. Secretary of 
State Baker, who has a son deployed in 
Saudi Arabia, certainly doesn't want 
fighting to occur. But, if Saddam is not 
stopped now. if his aggressive designs 
are not frustrated, peacefully if pos
sible, or if necessary by force, we will 
all pay a higer price later, especially 
after Saddam develops nuclear weap
ons. 

It should be pointed out that this res
olution requires the President to make 
a determination that prior to commit
ting United States forces to battle, 
that the United States has exhausted 
all appropriate diplomatic and other 

. peaceful means to obtain Iraq's compli
ance with U .N. Security Council 
resoutions, and to report to Congress 
on the basis for that determination. 
Clearly, the use of force is only a final 
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option after all others have been used 
and failed. 

This is not an easy vote for me or 
anyone else. It is one of the toughest 
decisions I've made in my 17 years in 
Congress. In voting for this resolution, 
I am fully aware that one result could 
be armed conflict in which people in
cluding American servicemen and 
women, could die. Yet, so much is at 
stake here. As the President has said, 
there are multiple causes, multiple 
dangers and multiple threats. Standing 
alone, each is compelling. Put to
gether, the case is overwhelming. 

Over the past year, incredible events 
have occurred around the globe. Demo
cratic revolutions in Latin America 
and Eastern Europe coupled with posi
tive changes in the Soviet Union and 
the historic conventional arms reduc
tion treaty recently signed in Paris, in
deed mark the beginning of a new, 
promising era. For the first time in my 
life, the prospect for an era of genuine 
peace, stability and prosperity, free 
from war and oppression, exists. I vol
unteered for World War II at age 17 to 
bring about such an era. My generation 
and those that followed made great 
sacrifices so that our grandchildren 
wouldn't have to. Saddam Hussein 
jeopardizes all of this success. 

I strongly believe that this era was 
achieved because we stood by our al
lies, principles and national security 
concerns. Just as Hitler, Togo and oth
ers presented a dangerous threat to our 
principles and national security con
cerns and left a world to struggle 
against evil and tyranny for 50 years, 
Saddam Hussein and others who will 
follow in his footsteps if he is not 
stopped pose the same threats. It is 
said that those who do not learn from 
history are condemned to repeat it. 
I've done my homework and learned we 
cannot jeopardize all that we have 
achieved and our positive hopes for a 
much better future by ignoring or ap
peasing this aggressive dictator. 

During his testimony before the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, Sec
retary Baker said it best in describing 
Saddam Hussein as, "a very dangerous 
dictator-armed to the teeth-who is 
threatening a critical region at a defin
ing moment in hsitory * * * we must 
act so that international laws, not 
international outlaws, govern the post
cold-war world. We must act so that 
right, not might, dictates success in 
the post-cold-war world." We must act 
so that innocent men, women and chil
dren are protected, not brutalized, in 
the post-cold-war world. 

What the world, including the United 
States, is requiring of Iraq is not un
reasonable. It is only to reverse a grave 
injustice, caused 100 percent by Iraq, 
and behave as a civilized nation rather 
than a terrorist one. Without warning 
or provocation, Iraq invaded and seized 
Kuwait, a small peaceful neighbor on 
August 2. This aggression came just 

hours after Iraqi Dictator Saddam Hus
sein specifically assured numerous 
countries in the area that there would 
be no invasion. Following the occupa
tion of Kuwait and Iraqi threats to 
Saudi Arabia and other gulf countries, 
and knowing that Iraqi Dictator Sad
dam Hussein's assurances are abso
lutely meaningless, we along with 
other nations, deployed forces to Saudi 
Arabia at the Saudi's request. As Presi
dent Bush elaborated in his address to 
the Nation from the Oval Office on Au
gust 8, the following four principles 
guide our policy: 

First, we seek the immediate, uncondi
tional, and complete withdrawal of all Iraqi 
forces from Kuwait. 

Second, Kuwait's legitimate government 
must be restored to replace the puppet re
gime. 

Third, my administration, as has been the 
case with every President from President 
Roosevelt to President Reagan, is committed 
to the security and stability of the Persian 
Gulf. 

Fourth, we are determined to protect the 
lives of American citizens abroad. 

President Bush and others have com
pared Saddam Hussein's aggression and 
expansionist plans with those of· Hit
ler's in the 1930's. I believe this analogy 
is fitting. Appeasing Saddam Hussein 
by letting him annex Kuwait and bully 
the rest of the region will not work. 
And, today Saddam Hussein has more 
tanks, artillery, airplanes and other 
weapons than Hitler had to start World 
War II! Hitler did not stop with Czecho
slovakia and if not deterred, I strongly 
believe that Saddam Hussein-and 
other like him-will not stop with Ku
wait either. Saddam has made it clear 
that he has other targets including 
Saudi Arabia, other gulf emirates, por
tions of Turkey-(A NATO ally). Don't 
forget that prior to invading Kuwait, 
Saddam threatened both Kuwait and 
the United Arab Emirates. Long before 
invading Kuwait Saddam threatened to 
annihilate Israel. That very real and 
dangerous threat has been repeated, al
ready beginning the Middle East down 
the road to possible nuclear war
something that would inevitably draw 
in the United States. 

Keeping the Persian Gulf secure and 
stable, that is keeping a free flow of oil 
from Saudi Arabia is very critical to 
America-for that matter Western
economic stability and national secu
rity. Since the Franklin Roosevelt ad
ministration, we have maintained a 
naval presence in the gulf and a close 
alliance with Saudi Arabia. Recogniz
ing the strategic importance of the re
gion, the Carter administration threat
ened to use nuclear weapons if nec
essary to def end it. 

With its seizure of Kuwait, Iraq now 
controls 20 percent of OPEC's oil pro
duction. Saudi Arabia, the largest 
OPEC producer, controls 21 percent 
making it a prime target for Saddam 
Hussein. If Saddam were allowed to 
seize Saudi Arabia's main oil producing 

facilities which are located close to the 
Kuwait frontier, he would control 45 
percent of the world's known oil re
serves! The United States has only 2.6 
percent of the world's proven oil re
serves. Saudi Arabia is the most impor
tant and influential oil producer. Who
ever controls its vast reserves is able 
to dictate world oil prices and, basi
cally, control world economies. We 
cannot allow a tyrant like Saddam 
Hussein to dictate our interest rates, 
inflation rates, unemployment and so 
on. We cannot sacrifice our economic 
independence to dictator Saddam Hus
sein. 

Today, we import 56 percent of our 
oil with over 15 percent of that coming 
from Saudi Arabia-that's more than 7 
percent of our daily consumption. 8 
percent of our imports formerly came 
from Iraq and Kuwait-the Saudis have 
made up the difference with increased 
production for the United States. I viv
idly recall the long, long gas lines and 
greater, as a percentage, price increase 
during the last oil crisis when only 5 
percent of our oil from Iran was cut off 
and we were importing only 46 percent 
of our needs. While I believe this crisis 
further underscores the need to find al
ternative sources of energy-something 
I have long supported, for today and 
the near future petroleum is the life
blood of our economy. 

It is also very important to note that 
other major United States trading 
partners, like Japan and Europe, are 
far more dependent on gulf oil. If their 
economies slide into recession or de
pression ours could follow right behind. 
That means inflation, job losses, busi
ness slumps and negative growth. To
day's world is very much an inter
dependent one. 

We should have no doubts, Saddam 
Hussein is a very brutal, aggressive 
dictator. He invaded Kuwait after de
manding ransom, $40 billion and strate
gic portions of Kuwaiti territory. He is 
in the process of stealing and destroy
ing every facet of Kuwaiti statehood. 
Innocent Kuwaits, whole families at 
times, are shot at random, babies have 
been thrown out of incubators which 
are then stolen, and patients have been 
thrown out of hospitals which are then 
looted, among other inhumane actions. 
Excerpts from the Amnesty Inter
national report I am submitting for the 
RECORD provide many more examples 
of Saddam's barbarity. It is obvious, by 
these examples, that Saddam Hussein 
continues to intend to use his military 
muscle to force the other gulf nations 
to kowtow to his demands for cash and 
higher oil prices, all at our expense. 

At home in Iraq, Saddam came to 
power through a bloody coup and has 
personally shot scores, some say hun
dreds, of opponents. His gestapo-type 
secret police ensure through murder 
and terror that his regime has no dis
sension. Even the pressures of today's 
sanctions, which could stir up local op-
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position, are mitigated because Iraqis 
would rather do without some food and 
consumer goods than be shot by 
Saddam's secret police. 

Saddam Hussein has used chemical 
warfare on numerous occasions against 
both the Iranians and his own people in 
Iraq. Without reservation he gassed en
tire Iraqi villages indiscriminately 
killing innocent men, women and chil
dren, most of whom belong to Iraq's 
sizeable Kurdish minority. He has 
made no secret of his desire to literally 
annihilate Israel, which includes Jews, 
Christians, and Moslems, with chemi
cal and nuclear weapons. Again, there 
are many frightening similarities to 
Hitler. 

Saddam Hussein is trying, at a fever
ish pace, to develop nuclear weapons. 
According to unclassified intelligence 
testimony, Saddam could have atomic 
bombs within 5 years. Imagine the 
threat-the nuclear blackmail-Iraq 
could, and in my opinion would, pose to 
us and our allies in just a few years if 
not contained today. Iraq has already 
deployed short and medium range bal
listic missiles, reportedly capable of 
carrying chemical warheads. These are 
also the preferred delivery systems for 
nuclear bombs. Furthermore, Iraq is 
working on even longer range missiles. 
These developments are a direct threat 
to the United States and the American 
people. Iraq has never developed a 
weapon that it has not used. 

Putting all of these factors into per
spective, like I said at the outset, if we 
do not stand up for what truly are our 
strategic interests in this region 
against such a clear and explicit 
threat, then we invite others with ag
gressive motives today, like Kim 11-
Sung in Korea, and the new dictators 
of tomorrow, to subvert our allies and 
interests elsewhere around the globe 
returning us back to the cold-war type 
era of conflict and confrontation, not 
the new world order we have strived so 
hard to achieve. 

Immediately following Iraq's impe
rialistic invasion of Kuwait, we initi
ated action on all fronts to support our 
four guiding principles. I support these 
actions by President Bush. On the eco
nomic front, the President ordered an 
embargo of all trade with Iraq. Con
gress enacted sanctions legislation. As 
a senior member of the House Foreign 
Affairs Committee, I cosponsored this 
sanctions measure, helped move it ex
peditiously through the House and, of 
course, voted for it. All Iraqi and Ku
waiti assets were frozen. 

I am opposed to the Hamil ton/Gep
hardt measure that would remove the 
threat of force to give sanctions more 
time because while I recognize that 
sanctions are an important tool, they 
are only one part of our strategy. Sanc
tions alone will not work. A recent CIA 
finding has confirmed this. Iraq has 
quite a self-sufficient agricultural sec
tor, particularly in basic foodstuffs, 

meaning the Iraqi people are in no dan
ger of starving therefore removing a 
pressure on Saddam to change his 
ways. Yes, the embargo is denying Iraq 
spare parts for its weapons. But, with
out the very real credible threat of 
force, Saddam doesn't need spares be
cause he won't be using his weapons. 
Besides, Iraq has billions of dollars in 
hard currency and gold looted from Ku
wait to sustain illegal sanctions-bust
ing, black-market trade for key goods. 
Iraq has learned to live with hardship 
through 8 years of war with Iran. 

The fact that many Soviet and Bul
garian technicians in Iraq have opted, 
despite the security threats, not to 
leave because they note there are more 
consumer goods and food in Baghdad 
than in Moscow or Sofia, indicates that 
sanctions are not totally effective. So 
too, is the fact that fresh kiwifruit, a 
perishable item not grown in Iraq, are 
available in Iraq and occupied Kuwait. 

Today's sanctions are hurting the 
poorest countries and Eastern Europe's 
newest democracies the most-more 
than they are hurting Iraq. For exam
ple, sub-Saharan Africa which cannot 
even afford to feed itself, certainly can
not afford paying twice as much for oil. 
Yet, like everyone, these countries 
need oil for basic functioning. The re
sult is less growth and development, 
larger debt, and greater poverty, star
vation, and suffering. 

All of the incredible achievements of 
Eastern Europe's new democracies are 
at risk due to sanctions. Times were 
hard enough when these countries were 
cut off from cheap Soviet energy and 
forced to buy oil and gas at market 
prices, despite their lack of hard cur
rency or ability to generate it . . As an 
offset, these countries entered into bar
ter agreements with Iraq. In return for 
Eastern Europe's manufactured 
good&-products which are so inferior 
they cannot compete in any market
place-Iraq provided oil. The embargo 
ended these deals. Now, many Eastern 
European countries are worse off eco
nomically then they were under com
munism, threatening a return of past 
evils. Unfortunately, Iraq most likely 
can hold out longer then they can. Yet, 
the fact Eastern Europeans are willing 
to risk so much to defeat Saddam Hus
sein is very telling. Those who have fi
nally cast off 45 years of oppression 
recognize Saddam Hussein for what he 
really is and the dangers he presents. 
Having finally eradicated such cancer 
from their lives at great cost, Eastern 
Europe is dedicated to making sure it 
does not spread again. 

Time, especially the long time need
ed for sanctions to work against Iraq, 
is on Saddam's side. Sanctions are 
hurting some of our friends like the 
new democracies in Eastern Europe 
more than Iraq. Over time, vulnerable 
countries like Syria and Jordan which 
cannot sustain the embargo may be
come lax in enforcing it or abandon it 

altogether, making sanctions even less 
effective. Today's international coali
tion exists because of American leader
ship. The passage of House Joint Reso
lution 62, signals critical resolve and 
leadership without which I fear our co
alition will crumble. 

As we wait for sanctions to work, 
Saddam can rest and better prepare his 
armies. Like all tyrants, he will deny 
his people resources to ensure his ar
mies remain strong. And, when sanc
tions don't force him to leave by some 
later deadline, we'll face an even 
stronger Iraqi army with, perhaps, less 
international support. The expense of 
waiting through higher American cas
ualties is ours. In the meantime, we 
must rotate troops. In order to keep 
sufficient forces in the area, we will 
have to either call up hundreds of thou
sands of reserves or reinstitute the 
draft. Both of these are very unpopular 
actions that will hurt our economy, in
crease our budget deficit and reduce 
domestic programs like education, 
housing, and drug control while, once 
again, increasing defense spending. 

There is danger also that the Arab 
coalition against Saddam Hussein will 
falter if it appears the United States 
will not be willing to use force. Then 
where will the U.S.S.R. be? Foreign 
Minister Shevardnadze in his resigna
tion speech alluded to opposition to his 
Persian Gulf policy. 

On the diplomatic front, we have and 
continue to work with the inter
national community to deny Iraq any 
benefits from its naked aggression. 
Iraq's actions are, indeed, a world prob
lem and we have seen an unprece
dented, unified global reaction against 
Iraq. This is not America against Iraq, 
it is the world against Saddam Hus
sein. The Arab League made up of 
Iraq's friends condemned Saddam Hus
sein's illegal actions. The U.N. Secu
rity Council, with which we work very 
closely, without dissent condemned 
Iraq and called for Iraq's immediate 
and unconditional withdrawal from Ku
wait. All in all, the U.N. Security 
Council has passed 12 resolutions 
against Iraq. 

The U.N. Security Council also ap
proved, for the first time in 23 years, 
mandatory sanctions fully compatible 
with international law. The United Na
tions further passed a resolution to en
force those sanctions and the U.N.
mandated embargo through the use of 
force if necessary. On November 29, the 
U.N. Security Council passed a resolu
tion authorizing the use of force after 
January 15, 1991, to implement all its 
previous resolutions demanding Iraqi 
withdrawal from Kuwait. 

Showing we are serious about trying 
to achieve a diplomatic solution, Presi
dent Bush offered to meet with top 
Iraqi officials in Washington and send 
Secretary of State Baker to meet with 
Saddam Hussein in Baghdad. We of
fered any date up to January �~�v�e�n� 
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Christmas Day-to Saddam. Yet, he re
fused to schedule this very important 
meeting leading me, along with Presi
dent Bush and others, to question 
Saddam's interest in seeking a diplo
matic resolution. In yet another effort 
to obtain a diplomatic solution, Presi
dent Bush sent Secretary Baker to Ge
neva, Switzerland, to meet with his 
Iraqi counterpart, Foreign Minister 
Aziz. The question remains if Iraq is 
willing to listen to reason. From the 
outcome of this lengthy meeting, I am 
very concerned that Iraq is not. Clear
ly, we've gone out of our way to be ac
commodating. 

On the military front, we have de
ployed the finest military organization 
ever fielded. From my own personal in
spection of American forces in Saudi 
Arabia, I know that we have enough 
forces with enough superior equipment 
to effectively do whatever job is nec
essary. The morale of our forces is ex
cellent in part, I believe, because of the 
realistic training they previously re
ceived in places like Fort Irwin, CA. In
terestingly, the closer to the frontlines 
and the more primitive the living con
ditions, the better the morale of our 
forces. It is very important for Saddam 
Hussein to realize what he is up 
against. If he forces a conflict, he will 
lose. I hope this will convince him that 
a peaceful settlement is the best op
tion. 

The deployment of our military 
forces to Saudi Arabia and the gulf re
gion are not unilateral. Half of the 
ground forces in the region are non
American. Joining us in a true multi
national effort are military forces of 
many Arab countries including Egypt, 
Morocco, Syria, Bahrain, Oman, Qatar, 
the United Arab Emirates and free Ku
wait-those who escaped. These Arab 
forces, not American ones, are de
ployed on the front lines against Iraq. 

Other ground, naval, and air forces 
from over 28 countries including Brit
ain, France, Canada, Belgium, Aus
tralia, The Netherlands, Argentina, 
Bangladesh, Pakistan, and Italy are de
ployed in the region. Others, like 
Japan, Germany and Taiwan, which for 
sensitive legal and political reasons 
have not deployed military forces are, 
instead, contributing with supplies· and 
financial support. For example, Japan 
has provided thousands of 4x4 jeeps. I 
must admit, I did find it strange to see 
United States soldiers driving around 
the Saudi desert in Toyotas! The 
Saudis are providing vast amounts of 
local support, much more than they re
ceive credit for as I learned first hand 
during my trip to the gulf. In fact, in 
1990 about 75 percent of our additional 
costs were covered by international 
contributions. 

Of course, I believe that our allies, 
particularly our wealthy Arab, Euro
pean and East Asian allies, must con
tinue to share more of the burden. I 
support the continued efforts by the 

Bush admininstration to get even more 
direct support from these partners. 
Hence, our actions on all fronts are not 
unilateral, they are part of the broad
est international campaign ever. 

I believe we should continue to work 
and hope for the best-a speedy, peace
ful resolution that guarantees future 
security and stability-but, knowing 
the grim track record of Saddam Hus
sein be prepared for the worst. The fu
ture of our world, and therefore, our 
country is at stake in this crisis. Sim
ply put, it is a choice between right 
and wrong. It is time for Congress, the 
representative of the American people, 
to stand up for what is right and give 
the President the explicit authority to 
defend our national security interests 
which the implementation of the U.N. 
resolutions would do, with the use of 
force. 

[From the Washington Post, Jan. 11, 1991) 
CONGRESS AND WAR 

Iraq, says Speaker Foley, is an "issue of 
conscience." But that's to say that only one 
answer is possible. In fact, Iraq is an issue of 
judgment. Conscientious legislators have dif
ferent views about it. That is what makes 
the congressional debate on Iraq so excruci
atingly difficult. 

That the United States has large stakes in 
the outcome of the Gulf crisis is no longer a 
contentious issue. The threshold argument 
in Congress is how best to pursue those 
stakes-by the threat of war or by further re
liance on sanctions, diplomacy and the mili
tary buildup. On this matter, as we say, con
scientious people can differ. There are expert 
analyses to support several courses. It is a 
close call. 

But Congress is not dealing merely with 
this essentially tactical question. Having 
chosen to wait until this late moment to ad
dress the crisis in a formal this-counts way, 
Congress finds itself pinned up against the 
Bush administration's determined, United 
Nations-sanctioned effort to enforce the 
U.N.'s Jan. 15 deadline for Iraqi withdrawal 
from Kuwait. So a second argument-what 
we would call the more urgent argument-
necessarily comes into play: whether to try 
to make the Bush enforcement strategy 
work. This is not simply a matter of support
ing the president, although it is partly that. 
It is a matter of supplying the president with 
the vote of confidence, the showing of sup
port, to strengthen his hand at the moment 
when conceivably this powerful sort of 
strengthening of his hand can influence the 
calculations of Saddam Hussein and win him 
over to the withdrawal that is favored by al
most everyone in America. 

It is no longer seriously disputed that Sad
dam Hussein is a menace to regional peace 
and global order and had best be reined in 
sooner so that he does not become an even 
greater menace later. This is what the Amer
ican government has attempted to do. Now 
comes the squeeze. Can there be any ques
tion as to how Saddam Hussein would read a 
congressional vote that denied President 
Bush the authority he seeks to use force in 
conformity with international mandate and 
national policy alike? Does anyone think he 
would not take heart from such a vote? 

A war in the Gulf could have incalculable 
and horrible effects, and we are not calling 
for the country to launch an attack. But we 
do support putting in the hands of the presi
dent-a president who personally knows 

something about war-the authority to 
make a more plausible threat in these elev
enth-hour circumstances of President Hus
sein's pre-deadline countdown. Our judgment 
is that Congress, by deciding to authorize 
the president to conduct war, materially im
proves his chances of achieving peace. It is a 
risk, and we would take it. 

[From Amnesty International, Dec. 19, 1990) 
IRAQ/OCCUPIED KUWAIT-HUMAN RIGHTS 

VIOLATIONS SINCE AUGUST 2, 1990 
METHODS OF TORTURE AND ILL-TREATMENT 

The following are details of allegations of 
torture and ill-treatment which have been 
made to Amnesty International since 2 Au
gust, some of which are supported by medi
cal evidence and photographic material [see 
Appendices C and D]. These reports are en
tirely consistent with methods of torture 
and ill-treatment known to have been used 
in Iraq over many years, and some of which 
are also supported by medical evidence [see 
in particular Amnesty International's report 
entitled "Torture in Iraq 1982-1984", pub
lished in April 1985, and the organization's 
annual reports]. 
It should be noted that not all of the meth

ods listed below are said to have been widely 
used since 2 August. Those methods which 
have been alleged only in a few cases brought 
to Amnesty International's attention are 
marked with an asterisk (*). 

1. Beatings on all parts of the body, involv
ing punching, slapping, delivering Karate
style blows and kicking with heavy army 
boots. Implements used for beating include 
canes, metal rods, whips, steel cables, 
hosepipes, rubber truncheons and rifle butts. 

2. Falaqa: prolonged beating on the soles of 
the feet. Sometimes the detainee is than 
forced to walk or run. 

3. Suspending the detainee by the feet, or 
by the arms which are tied behind the back. 

4. Beating the detainee while suspended 
from a rotating fan in the ceiling. 

5. Breaking of the arms, legs or ribs; dis
locating elbow and shoulder joints. 

6. Lifting the detainee high up in the air 
and then dropping him, sometimes resulting 
in the fracturing of bones. 

7. Applying pressure to the fingers with a 
clamp-like instrument. 

8. Slashing the face, arms or legs with 
knives. 

9. Extracting finger and toenails. 
*10. Boring a hole in the leg, apparently 

with a type of drilling tool. 
11. Cutting off of the tongue and ear. 
12. Gouging out of the eyes. 
*13. Castration. 
*14. Hammering nails into the hands. 
15. Piercing the skin with pins or staplers. 
16. Shooting the detainee in the arm or leg 

at point blank range, followed, by depriva
tion of the necessary medical treatment. 

17. Rape of women (including virgins) and 
young men. 

18. Inserting bottle necks, sometimes when 
broken, into the rectum. 

*19. Tying a string around the penis and 
pulling it tightly. 

*20. Pumping air using a pipe through the 
anus, particularly of young boys. 

21. Applying electricity to sensitive parts 
of the body, including the ears, lips, tongue, 
fingers, toes and genitals. Sometimes the de
tainee is doused with water prior to the ad
ministration of electricity. The electrical in
struments used include electric batons as 
well as wires fitted with clips (like those 
used to recharge car batteries but smaller in 
size). 
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22. Burning various parts of the body, in

cluding the genitals, with domestic appli
ances such as electric irons, with heated 
metal rods, or with a naked flame. 

23. Extinguishing cigarettes on the eye
balls or on various parts of the body, includ
ing the genitals, nipples, chest and hands. 

24. Pouring hot and cold water alternately 
over the detainee. 

25. Placing the detainee in a cold, air-con
di tioned room for several hours, and then 
immediately into a heated room. 

*26. Pouring an acid-like substance onto 
the skin. 

'l:l. Pouring caustic substances onto the 
eyes, causing blindness. 

28. Plucking facial hair, particularly the 
beard, with pincers or pliers. 

29. Placing heavy weights on the detainee's 
body. 

30. Spitting into the detainee's mouth. 
31. Exposing the detainee to the sun for 

several hours at a stretch without water. 
32. Subjecting the detainee to mock execu

tion. This includes holding the head below 
water to the point of near suffocation; going 
through the motions of execution by firing 
squad; and holding a gun to the head or in 
the mouth and pulling the trigger. 

33. Forcing the detainee to watch others 
being tortured, or to hear their screams. 

34. Raping or torturing the detainee's rel
atives in his or her presence; threatening the 
detainee with such acts. 

35. Threatening the detainee with torture 
methods such as the electric chair [al-Kursi 
al-RajjaJl, or with death by immersion in an 
acid bath. 

36. Deprivation of medical treatment. 
37. Deprivation of sleep, food, water, fresh 

air and toilet or washing facilities. 
38. Degrading the detainee by using ob

scene language or insults. 

A REALLY BAD WEEK 
(By David S. Broder) 

Every day now tests the nerve, the fiber 
and the judgment of Washington. You can 
see the strain etched deep on the faces of the 
people who are struggling with the question 
of war and peace in the Persian Gulf. 

When he came into the White House brief
ing room to comment on the failure of the 
Iraqi-U.S. meeting in Geneva, the president's 
skin looked pasty, the twist in his mouth ex
aggerated almost into a grimace. Standing 
unobserved to the side, Secretary of Defense 
Dick Cheney's head slumps a bit toward his 
chest, and you are reminded that this man 
has a history of coronary troubles. 

On Capitol Hill, House Speaker Tom Fo
ley's hard-won slimness-the product of a 
rigid diet-suddenly leaves him looking not 
trim, but gaunt. And Senate Minority Lead
er Bob Dole shows his age too. The arm and 
shoulder shattered in World War II fighting 
appear to be acting up, shooting pain 
through his nerve ends as he talks of the bat
tles to come. 

January in the capital is normally a time 
when the people in power look sleek and tan 
and rested, back from their holiday relax
ation in Florida or Texas, California or Ha
waii, swapping tales of the bowl games they 
saw, the hunting and fishing they enjoyed, 
the golf courses they tamed. But not this 
year. There was no real rest, not at the Camp 
David presidential retreat and not at the 
customary watering spots for the others in 
government. 

There hasn't been a year that began with 
such a burden of bad news since the January 
of 1942, when the Japanese were marching 
through the Philippines and advancing on 

Singapore, the Germans were deep in the 
Ukraine and FDR was worrying about how to 
protect the West Coast from invasion while 
he rebuilt the Navy that had been sunk at 
Pearl Harbor the previous month. 

This time, it is the threat of war rather 
than the reality of conflict that has cast a 
pall on the capital. But even before that 
threat grew imminent, it was a bad week, a 
really bad week. The Bank of New England 
was taken over by the government after a 
run on its deposits. Pan Am, the company 
that represented glamour in air travel since 
the days of the Clippers, was forced into 
bankruptcy. The accelerating recession 
pushed the Federal budget $50 billion deeper 
into deficit and played havoc with the budg
ets of one after another of the newly inaugu
rated governors. 

To top it all, the Soviet Union was dissolv
ing before our eyes, and Mikhail Gorbachev
the laureate of what must be the most pre
mature and misjudged Nobel Peace Prize 
ever-was sending in the troops in a futile 
attempt to quash the nationalist forces that 
have emerged from the Baltic republics to 
central Asia. 

All this was in people's minds as they 
gathered around television sets to watch 
Secretary of State James A. Baker ill's news 
conference from Geneva on Wednesday after
noon. The longer his meeting with Iraqi for
eign minister Tariq Aziz lasted, the more 
hopes grew. This was not a perfunctory ex
change of positions, the phone calls from 
supposedly informed people said, but serious, 
substantive talks. 

At lunchtime in the capital, the word 
spread that the talks had ended, and Baker 
would soon announce the results. He came 
onto the TV screen poker-faced, giving no 
hint of his mood. The first five sentences of 
his statement were studiedly neutral in tone 
and substance-a recital of previously known 
principles. 

Then he said: "Regrettably," and even be
fore the rest of the sentence followed, a col
lective sigh was heard as thousands of 
dashed hopes were swept away by one ad
verb. By the time Baker, the consumate pro, 
described what Bush later called the "total 
stiff-arm" he had received from Saddam Hus
sein's envoy, the gloom was thick enough to 
cut. 

Aziz's subsequent news conference-part 
obfuscation, part bluster, part chilling fatal
ism-demonstrated exactly the quality of ob
duracy Baker had described. Bush's own 
nervous and occasionally erratic meeting 
with reporters added to the gloom-"! can't 
misrepresent this to the American people. I 
am discouraged"-while doing little to clar
ify his next steps. It simply showed the 
strain of crisis of him. 

Now the issue moves to Capitol Hill, where 
the ruling Democrats present their usual 
spectacle of disarray. The chairmen of the 
House Foreign Affairs and Armed Services 
committees are supporting the president, but 
they cannot persuade their own leaders
that their judgment is correct. The situation 
among Senate Democrats is less confused, 
but essentially tells the president only to 
check in again for further instruction. 

Through the strain, the fatigue and the 
gloom, one principle stands clear: The presi
dent, speaking for an international coalition 
and armed with the authority of the United 
Nations, has defined U.S. policy from the 
only place in government where it can be 
set. The .best hope of salvaging peace is a 
strong statement of congressional support 
for his policy, so that Saddam Hussein can 
understand the terrible alternative he faces. 

And then the United States must be pre
pared to pay the price world leadership re
quires. 

CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY, 
Washington, DC, January 10, 1991. 

Hon. LES ASPIN, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, House 

of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to 

your letter of January 9, 1991, in which you 
ask for an updated assessment of the impact 
of sanctions on Iraq and on the policies of 
Saddam Hussein subsequent to my testi
mony before your committee in December. 
In that testimony, as you accurately noted, 
I observed that the sanctions were effective 
technically and that they were being felt 
economically and eventually would be felt 
militarily in some areas. I also testified that 
there was no evidence that sanctions would 
mandate a change in Saddam Hussein's be
havior and that there was no evidence when 
or even if they would force him out of Ku
wait. 

You now ask me to: (1) address the impact 
of the sanctions on the economy and popu
lace of Iraq and on the operational effective
ness of its military if left in place for an
other six to twelve months; (2) address the 
question of how Iraq's defensive abilities 
might be affected by the sanctions on the 
one hand and by having additional time to 
prepare on the other if sanctions are allowed 
to work for another six to twelve months; 
and (3) address the likelihood that sanctions, 
again if left in place for another six to 
twelve months, could induce Iraq to with
draw from Kuwait. 

UN sanctions have shut off nearly all 
Iraq's trade and financial activity and weak
ened its economy, but disruptions in most 
sectors are not serious yet. The impact of 
sanctions has varied by sector. The most se
rious impact so far has been on the financial 
sector, where hard currency shortages have 
led Baghdad to take a variety of unusual 
steps to conserve or raise even small 
amounts of foreign exchange. For the popu
lace, the most serious impact has been infla
tion. 

The ability of the Iraqi ground forces to 
defend Kuwait and southern Iraq is unlikely 
to be substantially eroded over the next six 
to twelve months even if effective sanctions 
can be maintained. This is especially true if 
Iraq does not believe a coalition attack is 
likely during this period. Iraq's infantry and 
artillery forces-the key elements of Iraq's 
initial defense-probably would not suffer 
significantly as a result of sanctions. Iraq 
can easily maintain the relatively simple So
viet-style weaponry of its infantry and artil
lery units and can produce virtually all of 
the ammunition for these forces domesti
cally. Moreover, these forces will have addi
tional opportunity to extend and reinforce 
their fortifications along the Saudi border, 
thereby increasing their defensive strength. 
Iraq's armored and mechanized forces will be 
degraded somewhat from continued sanc
tions. The number of inoperable Iraqi ar
mored and other vehicles will grow gradually 
and the readiness of their crews will decline 
as Baghdad is forced to curb its training ac
tivities. Iraq has large stocks of spare parts 
and other supplies, however, which will ame
liorate the effect of these problems. On bal
ance, the marginal decline of combat power 
in Baghdad's armored units probably would 
be offset by the simultaneous improvement 
of its defensive fortifications. While the mili
tary, especially the army, has been protected 
from the impact of sanctions by stockpiling 
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and minimal usage, during a military action 
the impact would be more profound as equip
ment and needed parts are expended. 

Iraq's Air Force and air defenses are likely 
to be hit far more severely than its Army, if 
effective sanctions are maintained for an
other six to twelve months. This degradation 
will diminish Iraq's ability to defend its stra
tegic assets from air attack and reduce its 
ab111ty to conduct similar attacks on its 
neighbors. It would have only a marginal im
pact on Saddam's ability to hold Kuwait and 
southern Iraq. The Iraqi Air Force is not 
likely to play a major role in any battle for 
Kuwait. 

In December, during my appearance before 
the House Armed Services Committee, I 
noted that while we can look ahead several 
months and predict the gradual deteriora
tion of the Iraqi economy, it is more difficult 
to assess how or when these conditions will 
cause Saddam to modify his behavior. Our 
judgment remains that, even if sanctions 
continue to be enforced for an additional six 
to 12 months, economic hardship alone is un
likely to compel Saddam to retreat from Ku
wait or cause regime-threatening popular 
discontent in Iraq. The economic impact of 
sanctions is likely to be increasingly serious, 
with conspicuous hardships and dislocations. 
Nevertheless, Saddam currently appears 
willing to accept even a subsistence economy 
in a continued attempt to outlast the inter
national resolve to maintain the sanctions, 
especially if the threat of war recedes sig
nificantly. He probably continues to believe 
that Iraq can endure sanctions longer than 
the international coalition will hold and 
hopes that avoiding war will buy him time to 
negotiate a settlement more favorable to 
him. 

We have seen little hard evidence to sug
gest that Saddam is politically threatened 
by the current hardships endured by the pop
ulace. Moreover, Saddam has taken few ac
tions that would indicate he is concerned 
about the stability of his regime. Assessing 
the populace's flash point is difficult, but we 
believe it is high because Iraqis have borne 
considerable hardship in the past. During its 
eight-year war with Iran, for example, Iraq 
endured a combination of economic difficul
ties, very high casualties, and repeated mis
sile and air attacks on major cities without 
any serious public disturbances. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM H. WEBSTER, 

Director of Central Intelligence. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I certainly find it very dif
ficult to be here at this time when we 
are assembled here considering the ef
fect of having a declaration of war. 

In the recent past it has been our 
practice to defer to the Arab League to 
mediate conflicts and situations of 
theirs. All of a sudden we find a great 
departure. 

I was shocked to find 200,000 U.S. 
troops in Saudi Arabia on August 4, 2 
days after the invasion. I think that 
the decision to stop the aggression that 
would have gone into Saudi Arabia was 
correct. I think that we should expect 
and insist that Saddam Hussein move 
back to his rightful border in Iraq. But 
I think that as we talk about military 
strikes on January 15 or thereafter, we 

have to weigh very, very carefully 
what we are getting into. 

We did that in Korea some years ago 
and we still have troops there. The So
viet Union decided to go into a Third 
World country without much modern 
equipment, into Afghanistan, and the 
tremendous military machine of the 
Soviet Union was bogged down there 
for so many years that they retreated, 
just as we did in Vietnam. So we talk 
about this country of 15 million people 
and we talk about our tremendous 
military might, and yes, we could prob
ably blow that country off the map. 

D 1030 
But we will have a heavy cost. We 

will have to think very carefully. 
I am very disturbed, as I went to 

Saudi Arabia and saw the number of 
young people, over 35 percent African 
American in the Army, and close to 25 
percent of the Marines, those who will 
have to go in on the ground. 

In Vietnam, of the 58,000 persons who 
died, a disproportionate number of 
those were African-Americans from my 
city, and once again, we are finding 
that those who are least treated with 
first-class citizenship, those who the 
President of our country talks about 
vetoing the civil rights bill, a country 
that Vice President QUAYLE finishes 
going to an all-white golf course, to go 
over to the Persian Gulf to tell the 
men to stay the course, the same coun
try that says we have got to watch for 
quotas in the workplace because we 
cannot be sure that we are going to dis
criminate against the white male in 
the workplace as JESSE HELMS did in 
his ads, that we find out that no one is 
concerned about why we have no 
quotas then in the military. Why do we 
have a disproportionate number? 

So all I am saying is if numbers are 
so important in one area to keep them 
out, why then we allow conditions to 
exist in this country so that young peo
ple have to join the military? 

I think that we should let sanctions 
work. I think they have worked. I 
think that CIA Director Webster said it 
clearly when he came several months 
ago and said sanctions were working. 
Of course, lately we have heard that he 
said, well, now, he is not so sure, but I 
am not surprised at that change. 

It will be Iran next time. It will be 
perhaps water 20 years from now. 

Why should the United States be the 
ones to bear the burden of the loss of 
lives? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The Chair would announce that 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR
BIN] has 3 hours and 24 minutes remain
ing, and the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM] has 4 hours remaining. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I say to the gentleman 
who just took the well for whom I have 
deep respect that I returned from Saudi 
Arabia less than 36 hours ago. I had a 
chance to meet with our troops over 
there, and many of them were of the 
ethnic and racial background of the 
gentleman in the well. They were from 
New York City and from my area. 

Thirty-seven of them, including four 
women, all black, said to me, "Mr. 
SOLOMON, please back the President. 
Please let us do what we have to do so 
that we can come home." 

You know, this gentleman right here 
is a man I worshiped. I used to be a 
Democrat back in those days. If Harry 
Truman were here today he would vote 
to back this President of this United 
States of America. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. PAYNE ·Of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I agree. I was in Saudi Arabia 
also, and when I spoke to those same 
young people, they said the same 
thing. 

African Americans, from the Revolu
tionary War on, have died, have sac
rificed during World War II, during the 
Korean war, during the Vietnam war 
and in this war. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. PAYNE]. 

Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, the thing that is very disturb
ing is that after they do this and they 
come back to Newark, they still cannot 
find a job. They still cannot find a 
house to live in. They still cannot get 
an adequate education. They still have 
to be victimized by violence and crime 
in the inner cities because of the lack 
of opportunity. That is my point. 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, ac
cording to the rule, it is possible for 
the minority leader and the majority 
leader to request additional time, and 
since we are getting a number of addi
tional requests, and since we do want 
to accommmodate every Member's 
ability to be able to talk in this debate, 
I would now ask unanimous consent 
that 1 hour of additional general de
bate time be added to each side, so that 
the time will go on into the early 
evening. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the distin
guished cosponsor of the resolution of 
which I am a cosponsor, the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ], be given 
2 hours of our time to be apportioned 
as he sees fit. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FA WELL]. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I like 
many of my colleagues, have agonized 
over the Middle East crisis. 

There are many questions, and I 
don't profess to have all the answers. 

But, I do know this. For over 5 
months, President Bush has led this 
Nation, as well as most of the world, in 
organizing world-wide condemnation of 
the senseless invasion, rape, and pil
lage by Iraq of a peaceful and virtually 
defenseless Arab nation. Economic 
sanctions were put into effect, 
catalysed by the leadership of the 
President. A massive movement of 
American Armed Forces were also dis
patched to the Middle East by the 
President, thereby preventing 
Saddam's invasion, and probable an
nexation and pillage, of Saudi Arabia 
also. Ultimately, the President sought 
and obtained a U.N. endorsement of a 
deadline authorizing member nations 
to use force against Saddam if Iraqi 
troops did not withdraw from Kuwait 
by January 15, 1991. 

This Nation, this Congress, and most 
of the world have looked to and accept
ed the President's leadership. Perhaps 
acquiesced to such leadership is more 
accurate. I do not say that critically. 
No other nation but the United States 
could have filled such a leadership role. 
And Congress, with its 535 Members, 
was, and is ill-equipped to do �s�~�t�h�i�s� 

is, to have led such a unique and deli
cate foreign policy effort. No other per
son, aside from President Bush, had the 
w111ingness, or is it fortitude, or the of
fice and the resources to accept such a 
precedent-setting challenge for our 
fledgling post-cold war world: That 
challenge was to galvanize the society 
of nations of this post-cold war world 
in order to condemn, and use counter
force if necessary against, any nation 
which would attempt to forcibly annex 
and exterminate another nation. 

Mr. Bush asked the question no one 
else asked: What happens if we do noth
ing? He saw roughly 60 percent of the 
world's oil supplies coming under the 
sway and intimidation of a ruthless 
dictator backed by the world's seventh 
largest army; a dictatator who is 
amassing a force of long-range missiles 
that could hit every state in the Gulf 
with chemical, biological and, in a few 
years, nuclear weapons. Indeed, such 
weapons of mass destruction could, in 
the not-so-distant future, be a global 
threat. Moreover, Saddam had dem
onstrated his willingness to use these 
weapons in war and even on his own 
people. It makes no difference to him. 
If Saddam's rape of Kuwait went un
challenged, President Bush saw that 
every tyrant who wanted to redraw the 

map of the world by force in this new 
post-cold war era, could do so. For bet
ter or worse, Mr. Bush took that chal
lenge. 

I don't wholly endorse all that the 
President has done along the way. 
Some of his rhetoric was ill-advised 
and his diplomatic efforts could be less 
on the "demand" side and more on the 
inducement-conflict resolution-side. 
Even with a thug like Saddam, psy
chology sometimes works. 

Today we are not so much debating 
the authorization of United States 
military force as we are attempting to 
determine intricate ongoing foreign 
policy efforts to secure the peaceful 
withdrawal of Iraq from Kuwait. That's 
something we all want. And we all hope 
that a peaceful solution shall, and 
may, be the result of the diplomatic ef
forts of our President, the United Na
tions, and our allies during the final 
days leading up to the January 15 dead
line. 

I am persuaded that now is not the 
time for hundreds of Members of Con
gress to call audibles at the line of 
scrimmage, and change the President's 
and the United Nations' game plans by 
extending this crisis to some undeter
mined time in the hope that the unique 
but fragile international coalition will 
hold together for another year or two. 
The Iraqi menace must be faced, if not 
now, then later, and at probably a 
greater cost to all, including our young 
men and women in our armed forces. 

I had been one of those saying that 
enforcement of trade sanctions and an 
international embargo, combined with 
vigorous diplomatic measures, was the 
preferable way to pressure Saddam to 
withdraw from Kuwait. After watching 
Saddam and Foreign Minister Aziz for 
the last few weeks, I no longer believe 
that. 

I also question the coalition's resolve 
for a continuous trade embargo if the 
U.N. deadline authorizing the use of 
force is eviscerated. I sense that 
Saddam's resolve to wait out the sanc
tions, no matter what the hardships 
which may befall the Iraqi people, will 
exceed the coalition's commitment not 
to trade with Iraq. This is especially 
true of nations such as Poland, Turkey, 
Jordan, and other Arab nations experi
encing economic distress as a result of 
the trade embargo. 

If sanctions fail to drive Iraq out of 
Kuwait, as I believe they will, then 
force will ultimately be needed to dis
lodge the aggressor from Kuwait. In 
the view of those who cannot support 
the use of "all necessary means" at 
this time, the threat of force is needed. 
later rather than now. However, if the 
United Nations, America, and the coa
lition back down from enforcement of 
U.N. Resolution 678, Saddam would be 
given ample time to become so en
trenched in Kuwait that use of force by 
the U.S. and its allies would be far 
more costly. In fact, according to CIA 

Director William Webster, it has be
come clear that over the past 5 
months, there has been ". . . no evi
dence that sanctions would mandate a 
change in Saddam Hussein's behavior 
and that there was no evidence when or 
even if they would force him out of Ku
wait." 

And, finally, what impact will pro
longed sanctions have on our own 
troops? In that regard, I would like to 
read portions of a letter from a con
stituent of mine from Naperville, IL, a 
major in the Marine reserves who has 
recently been called to active duty in 
Saudi Arabia. 

"Dear Congressman Fawell, 
I am a major in the Marine Corps Reserve. 

I have just received orders placing me in an 
active duty status destined for the Persian 
Gulf. I am happily married and am blessed 
with five healthy sons. I'm a general con
tractor by trade. I have watched virtually all 
the Senate Arms Congressional hearings on 
the subject of our presence in that area. 
There is almost unanimous agreement that 
it's in our nation's vital interest to drive 
Iraq from Kuwait. I am very alarmed at the 
prospect of giving sanctions additional time 
to work. I've heard nothing that indicates 
that the sanctions will force Iraq out of Ku
wait. On the contrary, most Senators and ex
perts seem to agree that the sanctions in and 
of themselves will not drive Saddam Hussein 
out in the near future. What seems to be 
emerging is a consensus that we should give 
the sanctions time to work. The time frame 
suggested is 1 year to 18 months. It is sug
gested this will demonstrate to the nation 
and world that we are willing to go that 
"extra mile." Further that by waiting it will 
deplete Iraq's spare parts and reduce their 
military capability. Again, Senators and ex
perts seem to agree that armed conflict will 
ultimately have to be used anyway! 

I sincerely believe that our greatest and 
quickest chance for peace lays in authorizing 
the President to use force. Only then will our 
threat be credible! Please do not support any 
program that advocates waiting. It will only 
prolong the emotional and financial hardship 
of those making the sacrifices. 

Sincerely, 
[NAME WITHHELD UPON REQUEST.] 
This is not easy for me--f or anyone, 

I would assume. All I can do is share 
with my colleagues my best reasoning 
on the matter. I believe we should stay 
the course set by U.N. Resolution 678 
and authorize the President to use 
military force if, after January 15, 1991, 
in his best judgment, he believes it nec
essary to force Iraq to withdraw from 
Kuwait. 

Now is not the time to change strate
gies deemed best by a world consensus, 
difficult as that may be. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The Chair will take this occa
sion to announce pursuant to the 
agreement and pursuant to the unani
mous consent request of the minority 
leader and the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] 
now has 4 hours and 23 minutes and 30 
seconds remaining, the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS] has 2 hours 
and 53 minutes remaining, and the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ], 
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who has been yielded 2 hours of the mi
nority time, will have 2 hours avail
able. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I will 
also be speaking later on the issue be
fore Members. I simply want to take 
this moment to indicate that this is a 
very sober and somber act that we are 
engaging in. I simply want to express 
my frustration with the process, not 
designed to challenge any Member. 
However, if Members observe these pro
ceedings, to use the term "debate," is a 
euphemism. It really stretches the def
inition, because there is literally no 
exchange taking place here. 

Maybe that is a product of how we 
are here, but we are simply parading 
into the well, giving each other speech
es. 

The previous gentleman in the well 
made a statement. I would have loved 
to have asked the gentleman one sim
ple question. In his reference to the 
Congress of the United States with 535 
secretaries of state, he made the asser
tion that Congress is incapable of mak
ing a judgment. What I wanted to ask 
the gentleman in the context of this 
discussion was in making that asser
tion, was the gentleman attempting to 
read out of the Constitution article I, 
section 8, paragraph 11 of the Constitu
tion, which vests all powers in making 
war to the Congress of the .United 
States, so that people observing this 
discussion would at least see Members 
exchanging with each other. 

All Members feel passionately, or at 
least should, one way or the other on 
this matter, and feel enough courage 
and enough integrity that we are all 
able to expose our respective points to 
each other's scrutiny and question. 
That is what this discussion ought to 
be about. It can go forward with dig
nity. It does not have to go forward 
with partisanship or rancor, but there 
ought to be some exchange. 

We are talking life and death, war 
and peace. It is not enough, Mr. Speak
er, for each Member to proceed into the 
well without exchanging. There has to 
be enough time here where we step 
back and are prepared to engage each 
other with honest debate before we 
send our children to march off and die 
several thousand miles away. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HUNTER]. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I think it 
is good to have an exchange. I want to 
make the same point with the gen
tleman from California, that I tried to 
make with the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. TRAFICANT]. We are, regardless of 
our respective positions on the balance 
of authorization in warmaking, and 
war leading between the Congress and 
the executive branch, we are making a 
decision today. Every Member is voting 

today. The President is not voting on 
this. We are voting on it. 

Today, every Member has a chance to 
analyze the situation and make his de
termination and cast his vote. So, this 
is not a question on the division of 
power right now. This is a question on 
a specific situation, are we going to 
stop Saddam Hussein? Are we going to 
give it more time? Which of the resolu
tions are we going to go with? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUNTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Can I draw from the 
gentleman's statement, that this de
bate is indeed a debate about a declara
tion of war, and a decision as to wheth
er that power shall or shall not be 
used. 

Mr. HUNTER. I would say it is defi
nitely a debate about taking offensive 
action, a species of offensive action 
that is short of total war, like the war 
against Japan or against Germany, but 
it is certainly a debate about the tak
ing of military action against Saddam 
Hussein, no doubt. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. CALLAHAN]. 

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, there 
is no more serious decision, no more 
difficult decision, and no more thought 
provoking decision than that of com
mitting our troops-our citizens' 
lives-to a hostile action. This may be 
the hardest vote most of us will cast in 
our careers, yet it is a responsibility 
we have as Members of Congress. 

I have had many sleepless nights in 
the last few weeks as January 15 ap
proaches. On several occasions, I have 
visited with Guard and Reserve units 
as they were shipping out to Saudi 
Arabia, and I found them well prepared 
for the task they face and proud of 
their service to this Nation. I also saw 
the agony of their families and listened 
to their expressions of utter fear. It has 
been a sobering experience. 

Earlier this week, I held town meet
ings in my district where the majority 
of people came with only the Persian 
Gulf on their minds. Most were sup
porti ve of the President and some were 
not. But they all agreed that the loss 
of one American life will be a terrible 
thing, and I share that view com
pletely. 

I have listened to my constituents, to 
my President, and to my colleagues 
who disagree with the President. I am 
scared by the potential for American 
deaths, but I have concluded after 
much soul searching that we must sup
port the President and the U.N. resolu
tions and our allies in this venture who 
voted for those resolutions. 

There are many who question the 
United States involvement in the 
whole Persian Gulf affair. And I have 

no doubt their questions are not unlike 
those of other Americans who before 
World War II asked why should we de
fend Great Britain, why should we go 
to the aid of France. But can you imag
ine the world today if we had not? 

Our aim in this crisis is not to de
clare war on Iraq but to remove an ag
gressor from the soil of an ally. Al
ready, the United States has succeeded 
in checking that aggression. I have no 
doubt whatsoever that Saddam would 
have already entered Saudi Arabia had 
President Bush not deployed troops to 
defend against further militancy. 

Many are concerned about the Presi
dent's constitutional authority to in
volve American troops in military ac
tion. The President was elected by the 
majority to be our Commander in 
Chief. In that capacity, he should not 
be constrained by having to seek the 
permission of 535 people who are not 
diplomats. Would it have been wise to 
engage in a debate on the Panama in
vasion and let Noriega know of our 
plans? Would Mu'ammar Qadhafi now 
be virtually silenced if we had com
pelled President Reagan to publicly 
justify his attack on Libya? Do we 
want our President when attempting to 
comply with international agreements 
to have to tell the United Nations that 
he must first call Congress together to 
ask their permission? 

I do not want this country to go to 
war. Period. It is not too late to avoid 
that eventuality. But if we convey to 
Saddam Hussein that we are cowardly, 
that we are divisive, then, my friends, 
it is indeed too late. Imagine yourself 
as a soldier hearing his Member of Con
gress say that his country is not behind 
him. And we all know that Saddam is 
a student of American public opinion. 
He has persistently tried to manipulate 
our attitudes. He will interpret Con
gress' reticence as weakness. 

In supporting the Michel-Solarz reso
lution, I want to send a strong message 
to President Bush. That message is 
this: If we must use force, make it deci
sive, make it conclusive, and make it 
quick. I have voted for billions upon 
billions of dollars to make sure we are 
prepared militarily, so I know we have 
the capability to do the job swiftly. Mr. 
President, do not make our fine men 
and women remain in the desert 
sands-bring them home as rapidly as 
you can. We want this thing to be over 
with. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
supporting the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion. 

0 1050 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. APPLEGATE]. 

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker, I 
would just like to say, I find it very 
ironic that in World War II the United 
States saved Japan and Germany and 
Europe from a future of despair and 
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agony. We restored them to a position 
of economic stability and respectabil
ity, and now they refuse to come forth 
only with a pittance to save them
selves. They want the United States to 
do it all over again, and the United 
States is in a recession. They stand to 
gain the most from American sacrifice. 

Where are our United Nations friends 
who voted war? 

The United States, make no mistake 
about it, is going to pay dearly. They 
are going to pay at least 90 percent in 
either money or lives, and every other 
one of these countries are going to 
profit by American sacrifices. 

I supported the deployment of troops 
in Saudi Arabia and I was proud to do 
it. We succeeded and we kept Saddam 
Hussein from the Saudi Arabian oil 
fields. He knows our commitment and 
he knows that we are going to stand 
behind that commitment. 

The United Nations has placed strin
gent sanctions, but President Bush, 
who initiated them, is not willing to 
let them work to force Saddam Hussein 
out of Kuwait. President Bush insists 
on war, and I say why? Because Sad
dam Hussein is a despot who commit
ted heinous crimes? We know that. 
There are a lot of people down through 
history who have done that. 

When we talk about despots and hei
nous crimes, I think of Idi Amin. Idi 
Amin, what did we do about him? He 
killed 500,000 of his own people and now 
he is living the life of Riley in Saudi 
Arabia. 

And what about El Salvador where 
they are committing crimes down 
there and we are funding that? Is this 
a principle to free Kuwait or what is it? 

Well, Kuwait, if they restore the 
Emir, that is a virtual dictatorship. 

Where are we and where have we been 
when we want to keep nations of the 
world free? 

Did we threaten the Soviet Union 
with invasion if they did not get out of 
Afghanistan or China or Indonesia? 

And what about if you talk about a 
matter of principle when Iraq invaded 
Iran? I know Iran was our mortal 
enemy, but Iraq invaded Iran and they 
could not beat them, either, and yet 
who did we come down on the side of? 
We came down on the side of Iraq and 
we supported them. 

The United States has already lost 
100 young people. That is more than 
the combined total of what we lost in 
Panama and El Salvador. Is it going to 
be worth another 1,000, 5,000, or 10,000 
to get one despot? 

And after him, who is the United 
States going to be called upon to 
dipose of then? 

I would go to war at the drop of a hat 
to protect America, but the Persian 
Gulf is not World War III and Saddam 
Hussein is not Stalin and he is not 
Adolf Hilter. 

America's national societal and eco
nomic stability is not threatened, my 

friends. It comes down to this and this 
is the bottom line. Is Saddam Hussein 
worth the sacrifice of American life 
and blood? And I say, hell no. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 7 minutes. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, whether 
you support the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion or the Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tion, I hope that every Member of this 
House of Representatives will consider 
the fact that there is a third vote that 
will be taken. That third vote on the 
Bennett-Durbin resolution is a valida
tion of what we are doing this very mo
ment. That third vote is a ratification 
of a constitutional principle which is 
absolutely essential and one which this 
group now serving in the 102d Congress 
must respect. 

Article I, section 8, requires this de
bate. It does not allow it. It requires it. 

For those who fancy themselves as 
conservatives and those as liberals, 
those who call themselves strict con
structionists and those who look for 
the broadest interpretation of the Con
stitution, please consider the Bennett
Durbin resolution as a validation of 
what we are about today, a debate 
which not only consumes our time and 
attention, as it should, but draws the 
American people into this debate. 

Pick up a morning paper, turn on the 
television set or radio, and the ref
erence is being made to the people's 
Chamber, this House of Representa
tives and our responsibility to speak to 
the critical issue of war and peace. 

I would beg each Member of the 
House to seriously consider this resolu
tion as an affirmation of why we are 
here and why we took the oath of of
fice. 

There are many close calls as to 
when the war powers clause may be 
brought into consideration. There are 
many ambiguities, but Operation 
Desert Shield is not ambiguious. 

The President of the United States is 
gathering the largest United States 
military force since Vietnam, and he 
has stated expressly that he would use 
it for an offensive purpose. Even the 
President's critics concede that his in
tent and strategy are clear. 

Under our Constitution, this body, 
this House and the Senate as well are 
required to declare war, to make that 
determination as to whether or not we 
are willing to sacrifice the lives of 
young men and women across this Na
tion. We cannot meet this responsibil
ity after the fact by inference or si
lence, and I beg each Member to please 
vote in favor of the Bennett-Durbin 
resolution as a reaffirmation. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to my colleague, 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, as the gentleman knows, I 
have been very outspoken in support of 
the rights of the Congress to make 

these decisions, and I would agree with 
the gentleman and I think anybody 
who reads the Constitution carefully 
would agree that the President of the 
United States is not empowered to be 
the authority to decide whether or not 
we will go to war. 

What we are talking about today and 
tomorrow is the Congress giving au
thority to the President to do that. 
That is properly constitutional. 

I might say that when I first heard 
about the Bennett-Durbin resolution, I 
was going to vote for it, because I com
pletely agree with asserting the fact we 
have the war-making power in this 
body. 
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But if you read your resolution, you 

know, after you make that assertion 
which is clear and with which we all 
agree, after you read it, you then get 
into great vague ambiguities about 
what the President may or may not do. 
If there are missiles loaded and aimed 
at Israel or Turkey or any place else, 
we would be precluded, under the way 
the gentleman has written his resolu
tion, from a preemptive strike to pre
vent the firing of those missiles. 

I am saying to the gentleman I do 
not disagree at all with what he has 
said he wants to do, but his resolution 
does not do it. 

Mr. DURBIN. I would beg my col
leagues, Mr. Speaker-and I respect the 
gentleman from Oklahoma as a matter 
of principle-I would beg them not to 
consider every ambiguous possibility, 
but rather the very real facts which are 
presented to us. President Bush as 
Commander in Chief has authority to 
defend out troops, he has authority to 
deter and defend against Iraqi attack. 
That is not a question. 

The question is whether he can initi
ate offensive military action. If we 
cannot see an analogy or parallel be
tween a declaration of war and an initi
ation of offensive military action, the 
gentleman from Oklahoma will have 
read out article 1, section 8, clause 11 
of the Constitution. That would be a 
sad commentary. It would not guaran
tee to this body or to any of our succes
sors an opportunity for the very debate 
in which we are engaged. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to reclaim 
my time, if I might. ·1 waited patiently 
this morning so that I may make two 
points on the subject. 

Mr. Speaker, beyond the constitu
tional question which gives us the 
right to debate what we will do in the 
Persian Gulf, a critical and important 
right, we must debate as well the sub
stance of what our policy will be. 

I have heard arguments made that 
those who do not support the biparti
san resolution by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLARZ] and the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] are 
somehow not behind the President. 
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We have a responsibility as our own 

branch of government to conduct the 
policy of war, make the determination 
as to whether we go to war. We can 
work with the President and share his 
goal of removing Saddam Hussein from 
Kuwait and bringing as many of our 
troops home as safely as we can as 
quickly as we can. It is not a question 
of supporting the President for us to 
engage in the very debate this body 
was created to perpetuate. 

The other question that has been 
raised is whether or not a vote in favor 
of the Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
which calls for sanctions as opposed to 
the use of military action is somehow 
not supporting the fighting men and 
women who are overseas now in harm's 
way, prepared to risk their lives. 

I would suggest that that is not the 
case at all. 

Like one of the previous speakers, I 
attended a sendoff of a National Guard 
unit and Army Reserve unit in my 
hometown. I looked into their eyes, I 
embraced the mothers and fathers, who 
were in tears, begging us to do all in 
our power to bring them home safely. 
to try to avoid a war. 

I sense that those of us who are sup
porting Hamilton and Gephardt have 
just as much compassion, respect, and 
gratitude for the fighting men and 
women as those who are supporting the 
other resolution. 

That is not the issue. 
The question is there, and the final 

question is simple: Will we have ex
hausted every reasonable possibility 
before war is started? Those of us who 
support the Hamilton/Gephardt resolu
tion believe that sanctions and diplo
macy should be allowed to work for at 
least some additional period of time, a 
reasonable period of time. 

Then if the President decides that it 
is fruitless and hopeless, return to the 
Congress and seek authority to take of
fensive military action. 

During that period, we can satisfy 
ourselves that we have done everything 
in our power to avoid a war, everything 
to avoid the casualties, the death and 
the suffering that necessarily would 
follow. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WELDON]. 

Mr. WELDON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] would step back 
into the well, I would like to ask a 
question as a point of clarification. 

In the gentleman's resolution he re
fers specifically to actions against 
Iraq. 

In the history of this country there 
have been 216 instances of this country 
taking offensive action, many of them 
by Presidents of both political parties. 

Only five acts of Congress declaring 
war have been taken. 
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Why does the resolution of the gen- United States security interests in the 
tleman only apply to Iraq? Is the gen- Persian Gulf region have been apparent 
tleman saying that other acts of ag- to every American President-indeed 
gression against other nations are in the Allied Powers of the Second World 
fact allowed? I know we are debating War recognized the importance of 
this now, but why does it not include keeping the resources of the gulf out of 
any offensive action which would cover Axis' hands. 
those 216 instances which have taken In the post-World War II period, it 
place over the history of this country? became clear that energy resources in 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Speaker, will the the Persian Gulf are essential to the 
gentleman yield? political and economic freedom of the 

Mr. WELDON. I yield to the gen- world. In 1950, President Truman recog-
tleman from Illinois. nized that premise when he advised 

Mr. DURBIN. I thank the gentleman Saudi Arabia's King Abdul Aziz that 
for yielding. "no threat could arise to your kingdom 

Mr. Speaker, I am certain the gen- that would not be of immediate con
tleman would not like to give the sequence to the United States." That 
President a blank check for any pos- commitment was reiterated by Presi
sible military action. What we are ad- dent Jimmy Carter in 1980 when he 
dressing is the instant crisis, the one pledged that "an attempt by any out
which we are debating on this floor. side force to gain control of the Per
What the aggression of Saddam Hus- sian Gulf will be regarded as an assault 
sein has done to the world and brings on the vital interests of the United 
us to this chamber is the subject mat- States of America, and such an assault 
ter of this resolution. will be repelled by any means nec-

Mr. WELDON. Does the gentleman essary, including military force." 
agree that there are instances where President Bush made his views on our 
the President should be able to take rationale for being in the Persian Gulf 
actions such as Grenada, such as per- unequivocally clear when he said: 
haps Panama, without the approval? Is "We're in the gulf because the world 
that what the gentleman is saying? I must not and cannot accept aggression. 
think we need to clarify that point. We're there because our vital interests 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. are at stake." 
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen- Mr. Speaker, this resolution does not 
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN] . call for the President to initiate ag-

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank gressive military action against Ku-
the gentleman for yielding time. wait. But more importantly, it allows 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to express my the United States Congress to dem
strong support for the Solarz-Michel onstrate its resolve to stand by the 
House Joint Resolution 62, expressing U.N. resolutions and authorizes the 
support for United States policy to re- President to implement U.N. Security 
verse Iraq's occupation of Kuwait, and Council resolutions to use force to 
I commend my colleague on the For- make Iraq get out of Kuwait, if all else 
eign Affairs Committee, the gentleman fails. 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ], our dis- None of us want war, particularly 
tinguished Republican leader, the gen- those of us who have experienced such 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL], our conflicts. But if Saddam Hussein does 
distinguished chairman of our Foreign not believe that the consequences of 
Affairs Committee, the gentleman his remaining in Kuwait will result in 
from Florida [Mr. FASCELL], and the a military action, which he could not 
ranking Republican on the Foreign Af- sustain, and if he will not leave Ku
fairs Committee, the gentleman from wait, his miscalculations will bring us 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], for their to war. 
diligent, timely, and bipartisan re- The opponents of this resolution, by 
sponse to our President's request for creating an impression of discord with
congressional support of his initiatives. in Congress, will actually bring this 

On August 2, 1990. Iraq perpetrated an Nation closer to war by withholding 
act of brutal aggression against the from the President in these last few 
sovereign Arab State of Kuwait. 140,000 days of sensitive negotiation his most 
men, of the Iraqi armed forces entered important tool: unified congressional 
Kuwait and within days were arrayed · support for military action, in the 
on Kuwait's border with Saudi Arabia, event that diplomatic initiatives do 
poised for further aggression. This des- not succeed. 
picable, unprovoked act of naked ag- Saddam Hussein believes that time is 
gression is a violation of all principles on his side, believing that if he waits 
of international law. The shameless, long enough, the unprecedented coali
brutal occupation of Kuwait which en- tion that our President and Secretary 
sued is indicative of humankind's abil- of State have worked so hard to forge 
ity to perpetrate the most barbarous of will erode. 
acts. Mr. Speaker, we all recognize the 

Many of our constituents question, broad ramifications and seriousness of 
why are we in the Persian Gulf? The the issue before us to get the Iraqis out 
answer lies partly in the history of the of Kuwait, and we want to bring to an 
last century and partly in the reality end the despicable human rights abuses 
of the present. Since World War II, being perpetrated against the Kuwaiti 
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people. Not just our constituents, but 
the entire world is looking at this 
body, Mr. Speaker, including Saddam 
Hussein. Some of our allies question 
whether this body has the courage to 
stand by U.N. Security Council resolu
tions which our own Nation has been 
instrumental in formulating. 

Our Nation has been exhausting 
every diplomatic and economic means 
at our disposal to force Iraq to with
draw. Unfortunately, all of our efforts 
have resulted in only increased intran
sigence by Iraq. 

My colleagues I urge you to strongly 
support this bipartisan resolution. If 
today we do not demonstrate our full 
support for our President, we will be 
doing a disservice-a disservice to our 
brave loyal men and women serving in 
operation "Desert Shield," a disservice 
to our 34 allied nations and a disservice 
to our firm commitment to a new 
world order of respect for international 
law and norms of behavior. 
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Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Virginia [Mr. BLILEY]. 

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, yes, this 
is a very, very difficult vote for each 
and every one of us. But make no mis
take. We really have no choice. If we do 
not adopt the Solarz-Michel resolution, 
and we rely on sanctions, we are only 
kidding ourselves, for in the eyes of the 
world Saddam will have won. The Unit
ed States will have blinked. 

We had a letter dated January 9, 
from William Webster, Judge Webster, 
head of the CIA, saying that in his 
opinion a year from now Saddam would 
still be there because the sanctions 
would not work. But there will not be 
any sanctions if we vote down Solarz
Michel. The road to Baghdad will be 
jammed with diplomats cutting a deal, 
supplying him with whatever he needs. 
The people will see that the United 
States has blinked, we have backed off, 
our coalition will fall apart, and we 
will be left with egg all over our face. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not think we want 
to do that. I think the best way and the 
only chance to preserve peace is to 
vote Solarz-Michel, send a strong mes
sage, and Saddam will know that he is 
in a blind alley, there is no escape. 
Only then will, I think, he pull out. 
Otherwise we are only kidding our
selves. 

Mr. Speaker, we, the Members of Congress, 
are here today saddled with the single most 
difficult decision of our lives. The eyes of the 
global community are on this body as we de
bate the crisis in the Persian Gulf. The inter
national community is watching this debate 
searching for the leadership the United States 
has provided in the past. We have the respon
sibility, as Members of Congress and as the 
representatives of the people of this Nation, to 
show an undivided commitment to the Presi
dent's initiatives, to our allied partners, and to 

our troops who are stationed on the sands of 
Saudi Arabia. 

The Persian Gulf is our first experience in 
the new unchartered waters of the post-cold
war era and the United States has dem
onstrated world leadership by forming a multi
national front, consisting of both historic 
friends and foes. This support has been 
achieved through our decisive actions and 
leadership history. We have not ignored the 
United Nations and its traditional means of 
international pressures. Instead, we have 
worked through the United Nations to achieve 
the forces and the personnel which has pre
vented Hussein's continued aggression 
through the Middle East. The United States 
has not acted as a policeman, but as the pilot 
for international policies in new waters and a 
new crisis. This leadership role requires great 
and often difficult responsibilities and deci
sions. 

Saddam Hussein has continually failed to 
step in line with internationally accepted stand
ards. He has failed to comply with any of the 
12 U.N. resolutions, pursued the development 
of nuclear weapons, and chosen to hold 
American's hostage. Iraq has continued to de
velop atomic bombs for which deployment is 
estimated to be as close as 1 year. If we do 
not act now to immediately deter and eliminate 
Iraq's nuclear capability, our new world will be 
faced with a ruthless madman in control of a 
nuclear arsenal. 

Th ultimate goal in this crisis is a peaceful 
resolution. The passage of the U.N. resolution 
setting a deadline for Hussein to remove 
troops from Kuwait has forced him to come to 
the table for negotiations. Regrettably, Iraq re
.mains inflexible on its illegal and aggressive 
invasion of Kuwait, and seems resolved to 
prevent any peaceful end to the crisis in the 
Persian Gulf. 

As we struggle with the responsibilities re
quired by our role in this crisis, we must be 
grateful for the sacrifices of our troops and 
their families who have accepted the inter
national community's call to the gulf. We must 
be grateful for the courage they have dem
onstrated in their personal commitment to this 
Nation. Each man and woman in the gulf has 
relinquished the security of friends and family 
for the desert of Saudi Arabia. I have spent 
many a sleepless night hoping that this crisis 
would be resolved before coming to the deci
sion we face today. It is a brudensome, sober
ing decision we must make and I do not relish 
the fact that we may be testing the resolve of 
those stationed in the gulf and that of their 
family and friends here. We owe a great debt 
to the sacrifices they have already made and 
as a nation we should aspire to their courage 
and be duly proud of their commitment. 

I would eagerly embrace a peaceful resolu
tion to the crisis, yet I will not accept conces
sions which permit linkage to the Israeli-Pal
estinian issue or which permit partial Iraqi 
withdrawal or which do not comply with the 
resolutions that have been laid out by the U.N. 
Security Council's 12 resolutions. If we give in 
to Hussein's demands, his invasion of Kuwait, 
his blatant disregard for the world order and 
his disrespect for international law, then we 
are ultimately rewarding him for his aggres
sions and his contemptible, unacceptable be
havior. We must stand firm in our resolve 

against him. We have the responsibility, as 
does the global community, to restrict this re
lentless pursuit of power by a ruthless mad
man. He is too close to deployment of nuclear 
weapons for a responsible world community to 
sit back and reward his advances. As we have 
witnessed in the past, and his Kurdish popu
lation as well as the Iranians know all too well, 
Hussein does not hesitate to use any weap
ons he has at his disposal. 

I cannot condone the brutality Iraq has dem
onstrated. As world policies make monumental 
changes, we must set standards against ag
gression to which the international community 
must adhere. The global community must not 
tolerate nor condone acts of aggression or 
human rights violations. President Bush has 
said, "Lasting and meaningful peace must be 
founded upon principle." The alliance must de
fend, through whatever means are necessary, 
the principles on which the international com
munity stand and the way it will operate in the 
future. 

Mr. Speaker, the U.S. Congress is the sin
gle loudest voice of the American people and 
must show its commitment to our troops de
ployed in the gulf. We must show them that 
we support them in their efforts. In order to 
send them that message, in order to send 
Saddam Hussein the message that we are a 
united front committed against his behavior we 
must stand together in support of the Presi
dent. I urge my colleagues to prove our undi
vided commitment by voting in support of the 
President and his initiatives. In uniting together 
behind the President, we will prove to Saddam 
Hussein, to our allies, and to our troops our 
resolution to end this aggression in the gulf. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANO
VICH]. 

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker, al
most all of the previous speakers have 
observed that the vote we will be ca.st
ing tomorrow on the use of military 
force against Iraq will be the most im
portant vote they will ever ca.st during 
their House career, and I humbly agree. 

Mr. Speaker, I come from a military 
family. Two of my brothers were West 
Point graduates. My dad, a career 
Army officer, taught at West Point, 
and my grandfather, also a career 
Army officer and a doctor, was in the 
medical corps. One of my brothers gave 
his life at Anzio, and I can remember 
the day my mother was notified of my 
brother's sacrifice. It was a day that 
was permanently etched in my mem
ory. 

With this clearly in mind, do I look 
forward to casting a vote which could 
mean the loss of even one life of an 
American man or woman in the gulf? 
No, of course not. I am sure none of us 
do. The decision to cast this vote 
should be made only after each of us 
examines our innermost conscience. I 
think we need to reflect what the con
sequences will be, however, if we do not 
stop Saddam Hussein now. There can 
be no reward for brutal aggression. If 
we do nothing and Saddam Hussein 
pays no price for swallowing up the 
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country of Kuwait, destroying people's 
property, torturing, raping, and killing 
innocent men, women, and children, we 
are as guilty as he is. 

Mr. Speaker, with each passing day 
the consequences of Hussein's aggres
sion grow. Saddam is developing the 
most sophisticated weapons of mass de
struction known to man-nuclear and 
biological weapons. 

Like many of my colleagues, I re
cently visited our troops in the gulf. I 
was impressed with their courage and 
their willingness to fight for the same 
principles upon which our own country 
was founded. We owe it to these brave 
young men and women to stand up 
today and say with a united voice that 
if peaceful efforts to solve the crisis 
fail, the United States will use force to 
back up the United Nation Security 
Council's resolutions and force Saddam 
out of Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot allow Sad
dam Hussein to delay any longer. Janu
ary 15 is the deadline, and we must 
stand firmly behind that deadline. I 
urge my colleagues to support House 
Joint Resolution 62 authorizing the use 
of force to implement the U.N. resolu
tion. Nothing less will do. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Mrs. BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] for this time. 

Mr. Speaker, every time I sit down to 
try to collect my thoughts about this 
issue, I keep coming back to this 
haunting verse in a song that Bette 
Midler sings, and I want to share those 
lyrics with my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle. It goes like this: 

From a distance the world looks blue and 
green, and the snow-capped mountains 
white. From a distance the ocean meets the 
stream, and the eagle takes to flight. From 
a distance there is harmony, and it echoes 
through the land. It's the voice of hope, it's 
the voice of peace, it's the voice of everyone. 

From a distance we all have enough, and 
no one is in need, and there are no guns, no 
bomb, and no disease, no hungry mouths to 
feed. From a distance you look like my 
friend, even though we are at war. From a 
distance I just can't comprehend what all 
this fighting is for. 

From a distance there is harmony, and it 
echoes through the land, and it's the hope of 
hopes, it's the love of loves, it's the heart of 
everyone. 

And God is watching us, God is watching 
us. God is watching us from a distance. 
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Mr. Speaker, in this Chamber today 

we have to make this world look better 
up close. That is our job. It is not 
about egg on our faces, as my colleague 
from the Republican side of the aisle 
has said. It is not about egg on our 
faces; it is about blood on our kids. 
That is what it is about. 

Have you ever seen a body that is 
shot apart? Have you ever seen it up 
close? From a distance, from very far 

away, it may look still and peaceful. 
But up close you see the violence, the 
pain, the suffering, the horor. I have 
seen the weapons that are arrayed 
against Iraq. I have seen them up close 
in the Persion Gulf. They are awesome. 
We can inflict the ultimate pain on the 
people of Iraq. Make no mistake, we 
will win this war quickly, maybe in 2 
weeks, maybe in 2 months. That is 
quick. May.be at most it will take 6 
months. That is quick, I guess. 

But I say to my colleagues that it 
will not come free. There is a huge 
price if we choose this route, even in 
the best of circumstances. The price is 
in body bags, in babies killed, in an un
certain, unstable Middle East even 
after the crisis. In a decade that will be 
lost as we once again have put our re
sources into war and weapons and 
robed our people of what they need in 
this country. 

I had a community meeting in my 
district. I had two in 1 day. A thousand 
people came out. I have never seen any
thing like it. We voted. The vote was 
on how they would vote on a resolution 
to go to war, and 95 percent voted no. 
That is my district in California. 

But a woman from Kuwait was in the 
audience, and she was very effective. 
She stood up and said, ''America, you 
need to help us. We are already at war. 
We are a tiny country. You need to 
help us. Saddam Hussein and his people 
are hurting my people." She said, 
"They are raping our women." 

Then she sat down, and a gentleman 
in my district stood up with pain in his 
face, and he said to her. "Ma'am, I feel 
in my heart for you, I hurt for you, but 
I want you to understand that people 
are being raped in this country every 
day, every hour, and we don't have the 
resources to prevent it or to treat it or 
to stop it." 

Then the place was silent. 
This debate today is crucial to the 

future of this great Nation. If we do 
not handle this crisis in the right way, 
what kind of a signal does it send? 
From up close, from a distance, any 
way that you look at it, from a dis
tance it is the world versus Saddam 
Hussein. Let us look at it up close. Let 
us see if it is the world versus Saddam 
Hussein. 

The Netherlands gets 100 percent of 
its oil from the Persian Gulf, no ground 
troops; Japan, 63 percent of its oil from 
the Persian Gulf, no ground troops; 
Spain, 59 percent percent of its oil from 
the Persian Gulf, no ground troops. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OBEY). The time of the gentlewoman 
from California [Mrs. BOXER] has ex
pired. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California [Mrs. BOXER]. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, to con
tinue, France gets 38 percent of its oil 
from the Persian Gulf, 8,400 ground 
troops; Italy, 36 percent of its oil from 

there, no ground troops; Australia, 22 
percent of its oil, no ground troops; the 
United Kingdom, 16 percent of its oil, 
24,000 ground troops; Germany, 11 per
cent, no ground troops; the United 
States of America, 11 percent of its oil, 
300,000 ground troops and a lot of our 
treasury and our budget. 

Are we, as my friend the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MILLER] would 
say, Uncle Sam or Uncle Sucker? I ask 
the Members that question. 

This is wrong for America. This is 
not right for America. 

What about our Arab allies? I was in 
the Persian Gulf. They told me not one 
of our Arab allies would fight side-by
side with our people in Iraq. Is that 
fair? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. If the gentleman gets 
his own time, but I would be happy to 
yield when I have finished. I have only 
a minute and a half left. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentlewoman has 
misspoken. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will repeat what I 
said. I said I sat next to President Mu
barak, and we asked him if his ground 
troops would go into Iraq, and he said, 
"No." And he said, "Syria may not 
even go into Kuwait." 

Let us face it, we are a one-man 
band. It is our kids as the drumbeat of 
war starts. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to the gentle
woman from Illinois. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I thank the gentlewoman for yield
ing. 

We mentioned about body bags, and 
everybody has talked about the Wash
ington Post article but not the U.S.A. 
Today article, which points out that 
the Pentagon has ordered 16,000 body 
bags already. When asked why they 
were doing it, they said that is the first 
order and it is likely the beginning 
number of those who will be coming 
back in those body bags the gentle
woman is talking about. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Mrs. BOXER] has again expired. 

Mr. BONIOR. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Mrs. BOXER]. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the 
gentlewoman yield for that purpose? 

Mrs. BOXER. No, Mr. Speaker, I can
not yield, because I have only 1 minute 
left. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Then I will not inter
rupt. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, I say to 
my friends there is a better way. We 
should hold the line in Saudi Arabia 
with a truly multinational force. We 
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should let the sanctions work. That is 
what the Hamilton proposal says. 

If we go this other route, what kind 
of a signal would we send to the Middle 
East? Let me give the contrary view. 
In thousands of years in the Middle 
East we have seen terrorism, we have 
seen war, we have seen killings, we 
have seen atrocities, but we had one 
breakthrough and that was called 
Camp David. And who led the way to 
Camp David? This great Nation under 
President Carter did that. Israel and 
Egypt were at peace for years while 
there was war all around. That is the 
model for the New World order. 

That is what we must be doing. We 
did not use our bombs; we used our 
brains, we used our leadership, and we 
brought two countries together. Surely 
we can resolve this. 

This administration and the Reagan 
administration dealt with Saddam Hus
sein as one of their best friends in the 
region. Surely they can figure a way to 
once again sit down with him and fig
ure this out and spare the lives of our 
children and the innocent victims of 
war, because let me say to my friends 
that this is a tough vote for everyone. 
It is absolutely a tough vote for all of 
us. 

Mr. Speaker, let us make the world 
look better from a distance and from 
up close. Let us support the Hamil ton 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair would announce at this point 
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BONIOR] has 4 hours and 2 minutes and 
30 seconds remaining; the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. EDWARDS] has 2 
hours and 35 minutes remaining; and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SO
LARZ] has been yielded 2 hours of time 
from the minority, none of which he 
has yet used. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I gather 
there was a unanimous-consent request 
that was approved which yields 2 hours 
to me for the purpose of making time 
available to those Democrats who sup
port the bipartisan joint resolution? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is correct. 

Mr. SOLARZ. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
asking the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. SKELTON] to manage that time 
over the next 2 hours. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. SKELTON] will be recognized 
for that purpose. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL]. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman will state his parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, on the 
yielding of time, am I correct that the 
majority yielded no time for the mem-

bers of their party who support the bi
partisan compromise? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is 
not a parliamentary inquiry. The Chair 
has stated the facts. The distinguished 
minority leader is recognized. 

Mr. WELDON. My question is, has 
the majority not yielded any time? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is not propounding a par
liamentary inquiry. The minority lead
er is recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all, the answer to that question is no, 
and out of deference and certainly re
spect for the significant number of 
Democratic Members who joined with 
us in a bipartisan effort, there has been 
a total of 14 hours now authorized, 7 on 
that side and 7 on this side, 2 of which 
have been allocated to the distin
guished gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLARZ]. 

Now, in answer to the gentlewoman 
from California-and we also heard this 
from the gentleman from Ohio ear
lier-railing against the fact that Arab 
nations would not be invading Iraq, we 
have no territorial designs on Iraq. We 
want them out of Kuwait at the border. 
There will be no Arab incursion on 
Iraq. Our war is not with the people but 
with Saddam Hussein, and if we were 
to permit or even think in terms of 
Syria and anybody else taking a little 
slice of the action, our whole effort 
would fall apart. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. So when you give us 
this business about "I have talked to 
Mubarak and he is not going to send 
his troops into Iraq," of course not. 
They are ground troops, and they are 
going into Kuwait, as far as the Iraqian 
border, as I understand it. That is 
where we stop and draw the line, and I 
think we ought to be very clear about 
that. · 
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Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, Mem
bers should make no mistake about it: 
There will be terrible consequences if 
we do not pass the Solarz-Michel reso
lution and if we fail to get Saddam 
Hussein to withdraw from Kuwait and 
to abide by the United Nations resolu
tion. There will not only be dire eco
nomic consequences for us and our al
lies, but Saddam will be free to develop 
nuclear capabilities, others will be 
emboldened to follow his lead as an ag
gressive dictator, willing to use chemi
cal and biological and nuclear warfare, 
and terrorism will grow and spread 
throughout the world. 

If he is stopped, the threats that I 
just described will be much less, and it 
will be much less likely that other dic
tators will follow his footsteps. 

I do not believe that sanctions will 
work. I believe that even if we follow 
that course, that matters will only 
worsen. By waiting months or years on 
sanctions to work in such a faint hope, 
we will simply be allowing our troops' 
morale to deteriorate and giving Sad
dam Hussein the opportunity to pre
pare his nuclear capability, and I would 
say that even the poorest quality nu
clear capability will be a threat to our 
troops, something that we simply can
not afford to allow to happen. 

Winston Churchill said, "Dictators 
ride to and fro upon tigers they dare 
not dismount." Saddam Hussein is 
riding a tiger. I am convinced that he 
believes that Americans have no stom
ach for war, that this Congress will not 
support the President, and that he will 
prevail if he simply waits out the sanc
tions. 

Consequently, our vote for the So
larz-Michel resolution is absolutely es
sential, to support the President, to 
support the U.N. resolution, and to 
take that one last vote that we can 
take and do that one last thing that we 
can do to avoid war if at all possible. 

The very bottom line of this whole 
process is if we are going to avoid war, 
we have to send a message to Saddam 
Hussein. It is as simple as that. That 
message has to be that we stand behind 
the President, and if indeed it comes to 
D-day, whatever day that is, January 
15 or the day after or 2 weeks later or 
whatever, then we will go to war. If he 
believes that, I think that he will with
draw. At least there is a good chance 
that he will. 

If he does not believe it, he will not, 
and we are much more likely to be in 
a war than we would otherwise if we 
passed this resolution. 

That is the importance of this resolu
tion. The message we send if we vote it 
down is a message that says to Saddam 
Hussein that we do not have the stom
ach. It is a message that will give him 
encouragement. It is a message that is 
likely to leave our troops in the desert 
for not only months, but years, and is 
likely to lead to more terrorism and 
the possibility of more dictatorships 
around the world doing the same sort 
of thing. 

That is the seriousness of this resolu
tion. That is the seriousness of this 
vote. That is the importance of sending 
this message out. 

I have long held the view that if 
there is any hope that we will avoid 
the conflict, that it will lie in the fact 
that at 5 o'clock on whatever day that 
Saddam Hussein believes is D-day, that 
on 5 o'clock that day, when he believes 
it, he just might withdraw from Ku
wait and abide by the U.N. resolutions. 
But I can say with some great cer
tainty in my mind that if he does not 
believe that, he is not going to with
draw, he has no reason to withdraw, 
and we surely will see problems far 
greater than we have today. 
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If we are talking about the loss of 

lives of Americans, I do not want to see 
that any more than you do. And I do 
not want to see any greater loss of life 
than necessary. But I believe that we 
must commit ourselves to authorize 
the President of the United States to 
conduct war if necessary if we have any 
hope of avoiding it, and we must be 
willing to carry it out quickly, fully, 
and completely, to destroy Saddam 
Hussein, if necessary, should he not 
have the common sense to withdraw 
from Kuwait and abide by the U.N. res
olutions. 

I urge Members for peace, for the 
great interests of our country, for the 
saving of the loss of life, and for what 
we believe in, to stop future aggres
sions in this world, vote for the Solarz
Michel resolution. 

Mr. BONIOR .. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield to the gentle
woman from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. I wanted to say to the mi
nority leader [Mr. MICHEL], because he 
would not yield time to me, that if he 
is so sure that our Arab allies, Syria 
and Egypt, will fight side by side with 
American troops against other Arabs 
in the area, I hope the gentleman will 
amend his resolution to say that U.S. 
troops can only go where our Arab al
lies will go. Because, I will tell you, I 
have a very different view of the role of 
those troops after talking with Middle 
Eastern leaders in Egypt, Saudi Ara
bia, and in Israel. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, re
claiming my time, the Pentagon now 
estimates that 30,000 U.S. deaths could 
occur in the first 2 weeks of combat. 
Forty-five thousand body bags have 
been ordered by the Pentagon for this 
conflict. That is a reminder of what is 
at stake. 

This is not about politics. It is not 
even about what is good for the Con
gress. It is not about what is good for 
liberals or conservatives, Republicans 
or Democrats. It is about protecting 
our sons and daughters, protecting our 
Constitution, and protecting the coun
try we love. It is about keeping this 
Nation out of a war that we do not 
need to enter. 

Make no mistake about it, Solarz
Michel gives a green light for war. Not 
at some time way out in the future, 
but in 4 days. The President is ready to 
plunge this Nation into war. He has 
doubled our troop strength. He has for
bidden troop rotations. He said that 
sanctions are a failure, after 41h 
months. He has written off diplomacy 
after 61/2 hours. 

The question is whether or not we 
need a war to achieve his aims. He says 
that we are there for four reasons: We 
are there to stop the aggression; we are 

there to stop the nuclear threat; we are 
there to protect the free flow of oil; 
and we are there to help our Kuwaiti 
and Saudi friends. 

If we are there to stop the aggres
sion, I would suggest that 200,000 troops 
in a defensive posture in Saudi Arabia 
accomplished the policy goal. 

If we are there to stop a nuclear 
threat, the Israeli Government taught 
this Nation and others around the 
world how you deal with a nuclear 
threat from Iraq. You do not need 
450,000 troops to be committed to war 
to accomplish that. 

He said we are there to protect the 
free flow of oil, but the fundamental 
facts are that OPEC has made up for 
the loss of oil from Kuwait and Iraq. 

This country, and every Member in 
this Chamber, ought to be willing to 
look at themselves in the mirror and 
say whether or not we are here to pro
tect some way of life that allows us to 
drive cars that get minimum gas mile
age, that allows us to live in houses 
that are energy sieves, that allows us 
to work in buildings such as this one 
that are energy sieves, in order to pro
tect some notion of a conservative as
pect of our history that says that that 
is capitalism. 
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Capitalism does not mean ineffi
ciency, and if this country just made 
our energy policy an efficiency policy 
we would not have to worry about the 
free flow of oil. 

Lastly, we are there to help our so
called Kuwaiti and Saudi friends. Need 
I remind the Members in this chamber 
what the Kuwai ts and the Saudis did to 
this country in 1973, did to us again in 
1979? We are there to protect these so
called friends? Ladies and gentlemen, 
these fickle friends have never proven 
that they are worth the kind of price 
that President Bush has committed. 

It seems to me that if what we are 
there to do is to protect people that 
refer to us now as white slaves and cre
ate a situation where our forces are 
caused to hide their crosses, hide their 
St. Christopher medals, hide their 
Stars of David, that they are there be
cause we are to defend a nation that 
does not believe in democracy, I would 
suggest that we look at what our true 
foreign policy aims are. 

Ladies and gentlemen, we should give 
sanctions a chance. Seven out of the 
eight former Secretaries of Defense say 
that sanctions will work. The two 
former Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff say that sanctions will work. We 
are told in recent days that now the 
CIA Director has changed his testi
mony, that he is now saying that sanc
tions will work, but they will not force 
Iraq out of Kuwait. 

But we heard Secretary Baker, and 
we heard Secretary Cheney the other 
day tell us that when General Wallach 
told us that the troops would not be 

ready to fight on January 15, that he 
was making a mistake because it was 
his first time before the press, that in 
fact he was a rookie. In other words, he 
told the truth. And I would maintain 
that the CIA Director was telling the 
truth just 3 weeks ago when he testi
fied that sanctions would work. 

Better to achieve our goals by reduc
ing the flow of goods, not increasing 
the flow of blood, and better to keep 
talking than start shooting. 

There is a misguided machismo men
tality in America that says somehow 
or another this is the John Wayne as
pect, this is the way we ought to con
duct foreign policy. We ought to be the 
bully boys. We ought to get out there 
and be the policemen of the world. The 
fact, folks, is if we want to take that 
battle to every single conflict around 
this world with this country, we will 
not be just morally bankrupt, but we 
will be bankrupt economically as well 
within 6 months, and it is time for us 
to question the fundamental policies 
that George Bush has articulated that 
mean that he is asking the Members of 
this Congress to commit themselves to 
war in just 4 days. 

I implore Members to think of what 
it is going to be like to face up not to 
the phone calls of support that are re
ceived today, but to face up to the 
tears of the mothers and the fathers of 
the children that are in the Middle 
East today, to face up to the tears that 
will exist when their sons and daugh
ters start coming home in body bags or 
when their fathers come home in flag
draped coffins. Ask yourselves whether 
or not we have truly exhausted all the 
possibilities to avoid war before we 
commit to it. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
to respond to the last speaker. 

Mr. SOLOMON. My colleagues, we 
have just heard from a member of the 
Kennedy family, a family we all re
spect. Now let me read a quote from 
another Kennedy. 

On October 22, 1962: 
My fellow citizens, let no one doubt that 

this is a difficult and dangerous effort on 
which we have set out. No one can foresee 
precisely what course it will take, but the 
greatest danger of all would be to do noth
ing. The 1930s taught us a clear lesson: ag
gressive conduct, if allowed to go unchecked 
and unchallenged, ultimately leads to war. 

John F. Kennedy, a great American. 
If only he were here today! 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. MCMILLEN]. 

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of the 
bipartisan Solarz-Michel resolution. By 
debating and voting on whether to give 
the President the authority to use 
force, this body is fulfilling its con
stitutional responsibility. This is an af
firmation, an assertion not an abdica-
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tion, of Congress' role. And it is impor
tant to note that this is not a blank 
check for the President for war; rather, 
the circumstances are very clear to 
each of us. If we vote for this resolu
tion, we are empowering the President 
to use force if and when he deems nec
essary and if diplomatic efforts fail. 
This is a definitive step, a step, I might 
add, that was missing in many other 
conflicts in which the United States 
was engaged, including the Korean war. 

First, I support the resolution be
cause I believe the alternative Hamil
ton resolution will not accomplish the 
objective of removing Iraq from Ku
wait. There is no evidence indicating 
that sanctions will succeed in achiev
ing this goal. Once we extend the dead
line, the force of sanctions will be less
ened, as Saddam will demobilize his 
military, conserving his resources and 
precious spare parts for the next dead
line. While the citizens of Iraq may suf
fer because of the sanctions, I doubt 
very much whether the soldiers on the 
Iraqi frontline will go hungry. 

Second, the United States does have 
vital interests in the Persian Gulf. 
With the engulfing of Kuwait, Saddam 
Hussein has captured for himself a 
choke hold on the world's oil market, 
dominating almost 70 percent of the 
world's oil reserves. Certainly Iraq will 
be hurt if sanctions are extended, but 
the economic dislocation to the free 
world of extending the deadline will be 
astronomical. The war premium on oil 
costs the world economy as much as $1 
billion a day. Already, it is estimated 
that the crisis has resulted in $100 bil
lion of damage to the free world econ
omy. Can our fragile economies afford 
another SlOO or $200 billion shock? Al
though decisions of war and peace 
should not be based on economics, as 
more Pan Am's of the world go bank
rupt citizens lose their jobs, the citi
zens of America and the free world will 
understand the debilitating economic 
consequences of not stopping Saddam 
Hussein. 

Since the Hamilton resolution re
tains war as a future option, the war 
premium and the economic uncertainty 
will continue. With our banking indus
try in turmoil and our energy-depend
ent industries teetering, can we pursue 
a protracted, draining strategy where 
war may still need to be waged to force 
Iraq out of Kuwait. 

Third, we cannot ignore this brutal 
invasion of another nation, without re
spect to international law. Mr. Speak
er, I'm sure many of my colleagues 
have read excerpts from the Amnesty 
International human rights report on 
the victims of Saddam's brutality. This 
is a dictator who is accumulating 
weapons of mass destruction-chemi
cal, biological, nuclear weapons-and 
has used them against his own people. 
Saddam Hussein has devoured Kuwait 
and is ravishingly eyeing the rest of 

the Middle East. Will we stand up to 
him now or another day? 

Fourth, I support the resolution be
cause extending the deadline may risk 
eroding the world support arrayed 
against Saddam Hussein. Our tenuous 
alliance may fragment, and American 
public support may diminish. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield for 1 minute. 

Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland. I yield 
to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman from Maryland realize that 
he is voting, when he votes for the So
larz resolution, that he is voting for a 
declaration of war? 
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Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. As I 

said before I understood, if the gen
tleman heard my earlier remarks, that, 
in fact, we are empowering the Presi
dent to go to war if and when he deems 
it is necessary. That is not a de facto 
or de jure declaration of war. 

Mr. GIBBONS. It is a de facto. 
Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. 

Speaker, I reclaim my time. 
The civilized world understands that 

diplomatic overtures have been ex
tended and this institution failure to 
pass the Solarz-Michel resolution will 
only give Saddam Hussein a victory. 

There are those who argue that there 
are serious geopolitical repercussions 
to war. I would argue that there are 
greater consequences to rewarding Sad
dam Hussein for his naked aggression, 
his brutal atrocities, and for holding 
the world hostage. 

Last, let me concur with those who 
regret that our Nation has not had the 
foresight to develop a long-term energy 
policy, particularly in light of two very 
clear warnings in the 1970's. Unfortu
nately, that neglect will not remedy 
our need to maintain our oil lifeline for 
the immediate future. 

In closing, let me paraphrase what 
Winston Churchill said on the eve of 
another conflict during this century. 
He was referring to Adolf Hitler, but 
the same could he said today about 
Saddam Hussein. Mr. Churchill said of 
his adversary: 

If (he) does not want war, then there will 
be no war. Therefore if war should come, 
there can be no doubt upon whose head the 
blood guiltiness will fall. 

We must strive to frame some system of 
human relations in the future which will 
bring to an end this prolonged hideous uncer
tainty, which will let the working and cre
ative forces of the world get on with their 
job, and which will no longer leave the whole 
life of mankind dependent upon the virtues, 
the caprice, or the wickedness of a single 
man. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly urge the 
adoption of the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
seconds to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. GIBBONS]. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, while 
the gentleman from Maryland is on the 
floor and while other Members are pay
ing attention, I want to quote the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ]. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. SO
LARZ] says that his resolution is a dec
laration of war, and he does not want 
any Member of this body coming back 
a few weeks later and saying it is not 
a declaration of war. That is a con
versation I just had less than 5 minutes 
ago with the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLARZ] right here on the floor. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LEWIS]. 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise today to speak for peace. The de
cision that we are about to make is too 
much to be made by one mortal. The 
representatives of the people must par
ticipate in this decision. 

These are very difficult times for 
each of us. Yet we have a moral obliga
tion to do what we can to prevent war. 
In our time, we have seen too much vi
olence, too much conflict, and too 
many killings in the Middle East. We 
have an opportunity to slow down this 
rush to war. 

I realize that the struggle for peace is 
as old as the dawn of civilization. Yet, 
it is fresh as a simple step to meaning
ful dialog. The path to peace may be a 
little longer. But I believe the path to 
war may create more problems than it 
will solve. 

I happen to believe that war is obso
lete as a tool and as a means to con
duct foreign policy. 

During the past year and a half, we 
have witnessed a nonviolent revolution 
in Eastern Europe. We have seen people 
in Africa, South America, and Asia 
moving toward democracy, using the 
discipline and philosophy of non
violence. These people weren't inspired 
by our bullets and bombs. They were 
inspired by our Constitution, and by 
our Declaration of Independence. 

We should give peace a chance in the 
Middle East, not the instruments of de
struction and death. 

As a nation, as a people and as Mem
bers of this body, we must accept the 
idea that means and ends are insepa
rable. If we are going to make real the 
idea of a new world order, which is at 
peace with itself, then the means by 
which we struggle must be consistent 
with the ends we seek. If peace is the 
end we seek, then the means must be 
peaceful. 

I think what I am trying to say is 
that there is a better way. There is a 
more creative way. I am convinced 
that the American people did not send 
us here to commit our limited re
sources, and our men and women to a 
bloody battlefield in a distant and far
away land. 

The conflicts and problems in the 
Middle East were not created overnight 
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and they will not be resolved with a 
fast food quick-fix mentality. 

My colleagues, the bombs that we 
drop and the guns we fire will not only 
be heard in the Persian Gulf, but they 
will be heard in every State, every 
county, every city, every town and 
hamlet in this Nation for many years 
to come. Remember that for every 
bomb dropped and every gun fired, they 
steal from our children, the elderly and 
those in need of health care. 

We must vote for a resolution that 
will not divide, but will bring us to
gether; it must not oppress, it should 
uplift; it must not bind us to use force, 
it should allow peace to blossom. 

War is bloody. It is vicious, it is evil, 
and it is messy. War destroys the 
dreams, the hopes, and the aspirations 
of people. It breaks up families; it pro
duces widows and causes hardship. 

Whatever we do as a Congress, it will 
happen on our watch. Both the spirit 
and judgment of history will be on us. 

I urge you to heed the words of the 
spiritual: 

I am going to lay my burden down. Down 
by the riverside. I ain't gonna study war no 
more. 

We should follow the wisdom of that 
song. 

Mr. Speaker, I must say that in good 
conscience that I cannot and will not 
vote for a declaration of war. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from.Louisi
ana [Mr. HUCKABY]. 

Mr. HUCKABY. Mr. Speaker, Janu
ary 1990 t'was the best of times. It 
seemed as though peace was breaking 
out everywhere. America's twin pil
lars-capitalism and democracy-were 
being emulated everywhere. 

January 1991, t'is the worst of times. 
War hangs heavy in the air. A bit play
er on the world scene, Saddam Hussein, 
backed by a million-man army is at
tempting to destroy the new emerging 
world order by seizing Kuwait. The 
United Nations in an unprecedented 
show of unity, established a date cer
tain, January 15, for Hussein to with
draw, or he would be subject to mili
tary force. The date approaches rap
idly. Tomorrow, this body, the Amer
ican peoples' body votes to determine 
if it supports the position taken by the 
United Nations or if it prefers to con
tinue the sanctions. 

War. The horror of war. Nerve gas, 
germs, bombs will rain on American 
troops, as well as on such place as Tel 
Aviv and Jerusalem. Thousands, per
haps tens of thousands, of people will 
be killed. Young American men and 
women will not live to see their chil
dren enter first grade, to play baseball, 
to be cheerleaders, to graduate from 
high school, to see all the wonderful 
things we take for granted in this 
country. We are about to ask untold 
numbers of our young people and their 
families to make the ultimate sac
rifice. It is a hard vote. The choices are 

terrible. It is a decision we will live 
with and will be remembered for, for 
the rest of our lives. 

Even with the nightmare facing us, I 
deeply believe the right choice is to 
proceed now and support our President, 
and to support the U .N. sanctions are 
destined to fail if we think they might 
somehow force Hussein to leave Ku
wait. If he doesn't withdraw as a result 
of the enormous pressure that is now 
being applied, it is, in my opinion, 
naive to think that he will withdraw as 
a result of his economy winding down. 
Keep in mind that this spring he will 
plant a new food crop and will harvest 
this fall. If his food is short, there can 
be little doubt that a man who would 
release nerve gas on certain segments 
of his population will also deprive part 
of his people of food in order to main
tain his army indefinitely. This is a 
path with little likelihood of success. 
To me, the choice is clear. It is time to 
act. 

America is the surviving superpower. 
It is proper that we take all actions 
necessary to restore world order. Then, 
perhaps, the world can have generation 
after generation of peace. To those we 
ask to sacrifice, we honor you. 

D 1200 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

20 seconds to the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I under
stand that the remarks of the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] 
who quoted my uncle, President Ken
nedy, as suggesting that somehow or 
other there would be a tone of appease
ment if he had not responded in the 
way he did to the Cuban missile crisis 
in 1962. I would just point out that 
President Kennedy established an em
bargo against Cuba in 1962. That is ex
actly what we are advocating on this 
side in 1990, to create an embargo that 
will work. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. DORGAN]. 

Mr . . DORGAN of North Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, the Persian Gulf debate is 
framed in this Chamber by something 
as relatively simple: good versus evil, 
strength or weakness, war or peace. 
However, it is not that simple because 
this is not another lifeless debate 
about numbers, revenues, taxes, budg
ets, on the floor of the House. 

This debate is to authorize the Presi
dent to commit American troops to a 
war in the desert 10,000 miles away. 
The decision is about life and death, 
the blood of our children, and also 
about patience. 

A rancher came up to me in western 
North Dakota a while ago and gave me 
a verse, and it went like this: 

10,000 men march off to fight when 40 
statesmen call it right. But had the states
men fought instead, their impatience would 
have cost but 40 dead. 

The question is not, should we re
spond to the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait; 
we should respond. We have done that. 
We stopped the march of Iraqi aggres
sion. They are stopped. We have im
posed a tough economic blockade. Iraq 
can sell no oil. Their GNP has fallen 50 
percent and their economy will col
lapse. Time and sanctions will not 
strengthen Iraq. Time and sanctions 
will weaken Iraq. Everyone in this 
room knows that. 

Now, the President and some of our 
colleagues say, "We must do. more. We 
must authorize offensive action. We 
must authorize American troops to 
fight in the Persian Gulf to send a mes
sage to Iraq." Well, Mr. Speaker, that 
is not only sending a message to Iraq, 
that sends a message of war to Amer
ican soldiers. 

I have, and I do support the Presi
dent's goals. The question here today is 
not of goals, but of methods. Do we 
need to go to war on January 15 to 
achieve our goals? I do not believe so. 
Have we exhausted every opportunity 
through diplomatic pressure and 
through economic sanctions, to resolve 
this without going to war? No, we have 
not. 

So, then, what is the hurry? What is 
the rush? I feel in my heart, deep in my 
heart, that for this country to involve 
itself now in a war in the Persian Gulf 
would be a disastrous mistake. We need 
to resolve today to do two things: 
First, we need to continue patiently to 
apply high-level diplomatic pressure 
and air-tight, economic sanctions to 
strangle the economy of Iraq to 
achieve the goals we have set in that 
region; second, we need to decide that 
whatever happens, we must ask our al
lies to begin picking up their fair share 
of the burden. It is a fig leaf to call this 
a multinational force. It is an Amer
ican force, and would be an American 
war, and we will decide to spend money 
we do not have, borrow it from our al
lies, to send American kids to risk 
their lives to protect allied oil. In
stead, we should move to put the coali
tion forces under the U .N. flag and 
then fairly share those costs. 

When will we understand it is time 
for America to ask our allies to bear 
their fair share of the defense burden 
whether in the Persian Gulf, Europe, or 
Asia. 

Let me finally say today I am con
cerned here not only about war with 
Iraq and our role in the world, but I am 
also concerned about America choking 
on debt and being threatened with an 
economic crisis from within. I see a 
President and a Congress standing tall, 
exhibiting steely resolve, to stand up 
and talk tough to a tinhorn dictator in 
the Persian Gulf, willing to borrow 
money from abroad, and risk our 
troops' lives to protect our allies' oil. 
With all of that courage, I ask, Demo
crats and Republicans, the President 
and Congress, where is the courage to 
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deal with the threat from within-the 
growing budget deficit and a loomi:p.g 
recession? Where is the courage to de
cide we have to start taking care of 
things here at home? When, 0, when 
will we do that? I pray it is soon. 

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HUTl'O]. 

Mr. HUTTO. Mr. Speaker, this is a 
difficult time for all of us. None of us 
want war and, indeed, I pray that Sad
dam Hussein will still come to his 
senses and realize that he and his coun
try have nothing to gain and every
thing to lose if he doesn't get out of 
Kuwait. 

The preliminaries are just about over 
in this standoff of Iraq against the 
world. The clock is ticking and winding 
down to kickoff time. Another phase of 
this wor.ld struggle on January 15 be
gins. On that date the U.N. resolution 
allows but doesn't require the use of 
force to accomplish what diplomacy 
has not been able to do-and that is to 
free Kuwait from the brutal aggression 
of the Iraqi forces of Saddam Hussein 
and the continued devastation of that 
nation. 

Ours is a peace-loving Nation, and we 
do not relish participation in the vio
lence and destruction of this awful 
game called war. But we cannot stand 
by and let Saddam Hussein, a menace 
to the world, get by with blatant ag
gression that threatens the peace, se
curity, and freedom of people around 
the globe. 

In my view, the American people do 
not want us to engage in this conflict 
by waging a long-drawn-out land war. 
However, we applaud our forces in Op
eration Desert Shield who, by their 
presence and vigilance, have already 
checked the aggression of this madman 
of the Middle East in his quest to over
run Saudi Arabia and perhaps other na
tions. But, if we must engage in hostile 
action, as we may be forced to do, we 
must use our best resources to win it 
quickly and decisively with a mini
mum loss of life. The use of air power, 
special forces, and the latest tech
nology will bring us the victory. 

In the last year or two we have seen 
marvelous changes in the Soviet Union 
and the Eastern bloc nations as they 
have moved toward democracy and 
sought to emulate this, the greatest of 
all nations with liberty and justice for 
all. We rejoice with these people as 
they continue toward the goal of free
dom from oppression. It is a rocky road 
as witness the current problems in the 
Soviet republics. 

There is one thing that has become 
abundantly clear in the last 6 months. 
There are threats other than the So
viet Union. Who would have thought, 
only a short time ago that a small 
country like Iraq could challenge the 
world with behavior such as that of 
Saddam Hussein. This is all the more 
reason that the time has not yet come 

for the free world to disarm. Although 
we support an orderly drawdown, 
America must retain a strong defense 
to be able to defend against the despots 
of the world. 

America, through its history, has 
been willing to sacrifice to be and re
main a free nation. Thousands have 
made the supreme sacrifice, and it's 
encouraging to know that we still have 
those who are willing to fight and die 
for our freedom and security. 

Whether through diplomacy or by 
force, the game plan of Saddam Hus
sein must be stopped now or he will be 
an even greater threat to world peace 
in the future. If he chooses war, and 
it's his choice, he cannot win. 

For us to win quickly and decisively 
we need to be together in unity. The 
President has done a good job of mobi
lizing world support. Now, we need to 
put aside partisanship and show Sad
dam Hussein that the Congress and the 
American people are with the Presi
dent of the United States of America 
and the United Nations in an all-out ef
fort that will prevail for the future 
good of all the world. 

Vote for Solarz-Michel to enforce the 
U.N. Security Council resolutions. 

0 1210 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
OBEY). The gentleman will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, we have a situation develop
ing over here where some of us who feel 
as keenly about this as any Member in 
the House are finding there is no 
oppportunity for time to speak. With 
one Member after another getting up 
to say this is the most important vote 
they will make in 5, 10, 15 or 20 years, 
and I agree with that, how do we sud
denly get into a position where Mem
bers who have been to the gulf three 
times, or Members like myself who 
spent 5 hours yesterday in Intelligence 
hearings-

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is not propounding a par
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, the parliamentary inquiry is, 
What is the procedure to get the debate 
extended for Members on both sides of 
the aisle? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman knows that the proper proce
dure is to discuss that question with 
the minority leader and the majority 
leader. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, may I be 
heard on the parliamentary inquiry? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to respond because I think the 

gentleman does raise a very important 
and a very good point. 

It was not the intention at all of the 
Rules Committee or the leadership to 
restrict this debate. In fact, we will 
bend over backward to make sure that 
every Member of this b·ody is heard to 
the fullest extent possible. To that end, 
we did include in the rule, I would sug
gest to my colleague, the gentleman 
from California, a provision that will 
allow the majority leader in conjunc
tion with the minority leader to extend 
the debate for additional time when 
and if that is necessary. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Excel
lent, and I commend them for their 
foresight. 

Mr. BONIOR. And those conversa
tions, by the way, are going on right 
now. 

Mr. DORNAN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 12 
minutes to the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. PANETTA], the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee. 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, before I 
get into the substance of these re
marks, I first want to pay tribute to 
·the leadership on both sides and to all 
of you who are participating in this de
bate. I truly believe it is in the best 
tradition of our House and of our de
mocracy that we fully debate and re
flect the concerns of the American peo
ple as to the direction of this Nation in 
the future. 

As this debate goes on, I think it is 
important to stress two messages: One, 
to the American people that they 
ought not to be afraid of the dif
ferences that are shown here and that 
they ought not to fear the kind of 
strong feelings that are expressed on 
the floor of the House. This debate is 
the best of what our democracy is all 
about and ultimately we will make a 
choice. 

The other message, it seems to me, 
has to go to Saddam Hussein: That he 
not misjudge our differences, that ulti
mately we will make the choice and we 
will unify behind that choice. Whether 
it is sanctions or whether it is war, he 
will lose. 

The choice today is not one of wheth
er or not we support the overall goals 
established by the President in the 
Persian Gulf. The choice today is how 
best to accomplish those goals, wheth
er we should continue the policy and 
the strategy of sanctions, or whether 
we should go to war. That is the 
choice. 

In making that choice, we are also 
making decisions about the future of 
this Nation, whether the United States 
will continue to be the sole policeman 
in the world for the future, or whether 
we will exhaust every effort to truly 
build the kind of new world order that 
assures that other major powers face 
up to their responsibilities in the world 
of tomorrow. Make no mistake about 
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it, if we go to war within these next 
few days or weeks, 95 percent of the 
military burden falls on our shoulders, 
as it did in Korea, as it did in Vietnam, 
and 95 percent of the cost will be borne 
by the American people. 

If we continue the strategy on sanc
tions, not only do I believe that mili
tarily it can continue to weaken Sad
dam Hussein, but I also believe that it 
provides us the opportunity to truly 
strengthen the coalition of nations 
that are essential if we are to confront 
these kinds of bullies and tyrants in 
the future. 

My friends, the bitter reality is that 
whatever choice we make, whether it is 
to continue sanctions or whether it is 
to go to war, we cannot afford to do 
this alone. That is the bitter reality. 
We simply cannot afford to be the 
world's sole policeman in the future 
and expect to remain a great power in 
the 21st century. 

Look at the state of our economy at 
the present time. Look at the state of 
our economy. We are in a recession. 
The Congressional Budget Office and 
the Office of Management and Budget 
will confirm that. In the last quarter 
we dropped over 3 percent in negative 
growth. In the first quarter of this year 
we are looking at probably a 2-percent 
drop. We are in a serious recession. 

In addition to that, unemployment 
now is well over 6 percent and expected 
to go higher. 

The deficits that we confront are 
record deficits, record deficits. We are 
looking at deficits that are somewhere 
in the vicinity of $330 billion, if you in
clude the Social Security surplus. If 
you take Social Security out of it, we 
are $400 billion in deficit. 

When we went into the Korean war, 
we had a S3 billion deficit. At the 
height of the Vietnam war, it was $6 to 
$8 billion deficit that we had in this 
country. We now have deficits of $330 
billion for this year and next year. 

0 1220 
In addition to that, we are looking at 

the costs of the thrift situation, prob
ably somewhere in the vicinity of $90 
billion this year, not to mention what 
may happen with the banks, and our 
need to respond to the problems of the 
FDIC. 

Our national security is not just a 
matter of flexing our military muscle; 
our national security is also a matter 
that relates to the strength of our 
economy, to the depth of our resources, 
to our capacity to meet needs within 
our own society. 

That is the lesson of what is going on 
in the Soviet Union today. The whole 
thrust of what is going on in the Soviet 
Union today is that they recognize that 
they cannot be a first-rate military 
power and a third-rate economic power 
when it comes to dealing with their 
own society. 

The essence of our national security 
is both military and economic 
strength. 

Now, I recognize that there are 
broader foreign policy issues and 
broader defense issues that are, obvi
ously, going to be involved as we deter
mine the course of action. But we have 
a responsibility here, as we make these 
choices, to look to the future and to 
look to the price that is involved in 
what we do today. 

Regardless of what your feelings may 
be about the power of the President to 
start a war or not, regardless of that 
dispute, there is no question, there is 
no constitutional question as to who 
ultimately pays the bill. We do. 

We have to ultimately pay this price, 
whatever it is. 

Unfortunately, and I say unfortu
nately, we have not been able to get 
from the administration testimony as 
to the cost estimates involved here and 
what our allies have contributed. 

For months the Budget Committee 
and I have asked the administration, 
the State Department, the Defense De
partment for testimony as to what are 
the costs involved here. 

We set a hearing in early December. 
They said they could not provide the 
information because they needed more 
time. 

We set a hearing on January 4. They 
were prepared to testify and then or
dered not to testify. 

That is not only true for the Budget 
Committee, it is true for other com
mittees on both the House and Senate 
sides. 

The fact is the administration is now 
asking us to pay a price but they do 
not want to tell us what the price is. 
We need to know the full costs that are 
involved here-in human lives and in 
dollars. 

That is the essence of our democ
racy-is the partnership between Gov
ernment and people that make deci
sions knowing all of the risks involved. 

We need to know that information. 
When we talk about the lesson of Viet
nam, there is no question that one of 
the lessons of Vietnam is that when 
you commit forces, you had better 
commit them to win, to victory. But 
the other point is that you cannot 
achieve victory unless you are willing 
to sustain the cost in dollars, in lives, 
in equipment in resources, and in the 
support of the American people. That 
is the essence of the lesson of Vietnam. 

We cannot be afraid to confront these 
costs, particularly in times of recession 
and particularly in times of the kind of 
deficits that we face. 

Further, this is not supposed to be 
our fight alone. The President, to his 
credit, has established an effort to try 
to unify other nations behind this 
strategy. But the new world order 
today is more a slogan than a reality, 
we all know that. Countries who will 
benefit the most from what we do in 

the Middle East and who can best pro
vide troops and money are standing on 
the sidelines. We are talking about na
tions that are not recovering from the 
devastation of World War II; we are 
talking about major economic powers. 
They are full partners, full partners 
when it comes to competing with us on 
the economic front, full partners. They 
are out there beating us every day. 

But they are not full partners when 
it comes to the kind of military and 
dollar commitment that you need to 
make when you confront this kind of 
crisis. They are standing on the side
lines. 

Now, what are the costs of Desert 
Shield, as best as we can determine 
without the help, unfortunately, of the 
administration? Let me refer you to 
this chart that I have before you. This 
is the best information that we have 
from the GAO and the CBO. 

The costs to date of Desert Shield for 
fiscal year 1990 amount to $2.7 billion. 
For fiscal year 1991 it amounts to 
about $30 billion. 

There are estimates that range some
where between $23 billion to $30 billion. 
We think .S30 billion is probably most 
accurate. 

What are the costs of armed conflict? 
That is what we face, obviously, within 
these next few days. The costs per day 
of conflict obviously depend on what 
kind of war we in fact are engaged in. 
The Arab-Israeli war-the 6-day war
which is probably one of the best to 
focus on, was $750 million a day. The 
costs that other experts tell us could 
range as high as $2 billion a day. 

So we use an estimate of about $1 bil
lion per day and assume, hopefully, 
that if we do go into war it will not 
last beyond 30 days. 

And if you do that, the costs we are 
looking at, of a military conflict, are 
approximately $60 billion. If you talk 
about the costs of continued presence 
and the necessary assistance following 
any war and everything else that has 
to go beyond it, it goes even higher. 

We have basically lost the savings in 
the budget agreement established last 
year, which was $42 billion, not to men
tion the impact all of this will have on 
an economy in recession. 

Now, if you look at the commitment 
of our allies to date, they have com
mitted approximately $15 billion to $20 
billion in pledges, but all we have re
ceived in the Defense Cooperation Ac
count is $4.3 billion; that is all. Our 
wealthiest allies are on the sidelines of 
this conflict. 

So, for those reasons, and again I rec
ognize that while we discuss costs, 
there are other defense and foreign pol
icy issues that we have to consider. 

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PANETTA. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. GIBBONS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 
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D 1230 Mr. Speaker, I inquire of the gen

tleman, how much has Japan contrib
uted to date? 

Mr. PANETTA. Japan, which re
ceives and is dependent upon for 70 per
cent of its oil from the Persian Gulf, 
has only paid about $400 million in this 
effort at the present time. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize there are de
fense and diplomatic issues that are 
important here. But I also think it is 
important for us to look at the future 
costs of this Nation. We have to decide 
what kind of Nation we want in the 
next century. 

If we go it alone, we will pay the 
price alone. If we try to work together 
with these other nations, we can build 
the kind of world order, the coalition 
that is needed to truly establish the 
kind of partnership that can take on 
Hussein or take on any other bully in 
the world. 

What I see now is that we are follow
ing the path that we followed since 
Korea, taking on every war on our own. 

The British Empire had countless 
wars, fighting every enemy in the 
world that was threatening its colonies 
and eventually eroding its own secu
rity, eventually destroying its own 
power as a consequence. 

We must be an effective force for the 
future. So the choice today is the 
choice between whether or not we will 
indeed erode those resources for the fu
ture or whether we will build a part
nership that will not only protect 
international security for the future 
but will protect the security within our 
own society. 

That is the choice. I urge you to vote 
to continue the policy of sanctions be
cause it will give us the opportunity to 
establish the kind of partnership that 
we need to provide true peace in the fu
ture. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. BILIRAKIS]. 

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, before 
this week is out each of us will cast 
what may well prove to be the most 
important votes of our lives. 

I earnestly believe that what we will 
decide in the coming days goes far be
yond the price of gas or the reestab
lishment of a desert sheikhdom, as I 
have heard alleged. No, what hangs in 
the balance here is nothing. less than 
global order, the legitimacy of recog
nized boundaries around the world and 
the primacy of international law. 

My friends, a new world is forming in 
the post-cold-war collapse of com
munism: New free nations are strug
gling for life, and this new world is still 
a fragile thing. Indeed, it can be dealt 
a mortal blow by a predatory despot 
who is willing to act recklessly and 
without conscience in a dangerous 
place and time. 

He must be stopped now, peacefully if 
possible, but he must be stopped. For 
that reason, I will support legislation 

that I believe offers the greatest 
chance of a peaceful resolution to the 
crisis in the Persian Gulf; that is, the 
bipartisan resolution offered by my 
colleagues, Mr. BROOMFIELD and Mr. 
SOLARZ. 

We in this Chamber would like noth
ing better than to believe that Saddam 
Hussein will be convinced by economic 
sanctions to leave Kuwait in peace. 
However, I have seen absolutely no evi
dence of this in the past 6 months, and 
without the threat of armed force 
being used against him at any time, I 
do not foresee Saddam altering his 
course of pillage, murder, rape, and de
struction. 

As one who believes deeply in the 
sanctity of human life, I do not make 
this decision lightly, but neither do I 
believe that Kuwait and the people of 
Kuwait can last another 6 months 
without a resolution to its occupation 
by Iraqi forces. 

Mr. Speaker, I have here a report on 
Iraqi human rights violations in Ku
wait. This report was issued by Am
nesty International on December 19, 
and it documents every manner of vile 
and wretched abuse imaginable. I am 
thorougly revolted by account after ac
count of beatings, torture and molesta
tions, not to mention the systematic 
looting and hauling off to Iraq of ev
erything of value to be found. 

These accounts and the recent events 
in Geneva convince me that Saddam 
will stop only when he is stopped. By 
passing the Broomfield-Solarz resolu
tion today and strengthening President 
Bush's hand at this critical time, we 
may finally convince Saddam that we 
are in deadly earnest when we demand 
that he give up his imperialistic obses
sion and withdraw his troops. 

The far-flung countries of the world, 
through their representatives at the 
United Nations, have clearly seen the 
danger of an unchecked Saddam Hus
sein and have overwhelmingly voted to 
support U.N. Resolution 678. A clear 
and unmistakable message must be 
sent to him and others like him around 
the world. 

This weekend we can reaffirm our 
support for this U.N. resolution by 
passing the Broomfield-Solarz legisla
tion, but firmly and in the strongest 
possible terms opposing this first, criti
cal threat to the post-cold-war peace. If 
Saddam is not stopped here and now, 
he will be back-and he will be strong
er. 

We must give the President the tools 
and the leverage today to turn back 
Saddam at this juncture if we are to 
have any hope of peacefully resolving 
this crisis. In so doing, we may avoid a 
far, far greater calamity tomorrow. 

I urge my colleagues to pass the 
Broomfield-Solarz resolution and to do 
so by a wide margin. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. 

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise in support of the Gephardt-Ham
ilton resolution and in opposition to 
the Solarz-Michel resolution. I do so 
reluctantly. I vigorously supported the 
President in this initial action. In re
cent weeks I have felt that Congress 
should conduct itself in a way that will 
not undercut the chances for successful 
discussions. 

Now, with the deadlock at Geneva 
and the issues squarely before Con
gress, I have spent the last days look
ing for the balance of argument to con
tinue to support the President. I sim
ply have not found that balance. I do 
not rely on procedural issues by con
gressional authority or arguments 
about giving a blank check to the 
President. 

Indeed, in my judgment the ink reads 
very clearly here. Under Michel-Solarz 
that would be Presidential authority to 
commit American personnel in a mas
sive offensive action against a very 
specific enemy. 

For me the basic question boils down 
this way: In early November the Presi
dent made a fateful shift in direction 
from reliance on sanctions backed by 
the threat of force to a massive offen
sive capability within a timetable so 
tight that there was no chance that 
economic sanctions could work. That 
fateful shift was undertaken without 
congressional consultation or approval. 

Congress is now faced with the con
sequences. The massive show of offen
sive strength has not forced Saddam 
Hussein out of Kuwait, and Congress is 
now asked to support tbe next step in 
a policy of escalation. 

Supporters of war authorization at 
this time urge that represents the best 
weapon to force Saddam Hussein to 
withdraw peacefully. I acknowledge 
that possibility, but so must its pro
ponents acknowledge that war author
ization is indeed a two-edged sword 
which could become an instrument of 
war instead of one of peace. 

So, Mr. Speaker, these last days I re
viewed carefully to the fullest avail
able information on potential loss of 
life, and I have done so as one who be
lieves that there are indeed occasions 
for the legitimate use of force. I would 
like to believe the most optimistic sce
narios about potential American troop 
casualties, but because of the sobering 
advice of some of the experts with 
whom I have talked, and because of the 
value of human life, I believe that we 
must assume, if not the worst case, 
somewhere in the middle, and that 
would be the loss of at least several 
thousand American men and women. I 
have asked myself then how I would 
vote if the several thousand might in
clude one of my own four children. Be
cause in this vital instance I did not 
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answer in the affirmative for my own 
family, I must answer in the negative 
for others. 

It is said that whatever the past, we 
are where we are. I have weighed that 
argument carefully. I have concluded 
that the admitted difficulties of re
grouping around economic sanctions 
with the continued possibility of the 
use of force at a later date, that those 
difficulties simply do not outweigh the 
risks of the potential loss of life at this 
time. Reaching that conclusion, I now 
have no choice but to vote for Gep
hardt-Hamilton and in opposition to 
the Michel-Solarz resolution. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. OWENS]. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
approach the opportunity to address 
this House today, and to participate in 
this historic debate, with great concern 
that my contribution be serious and 
thoughtful, and that it contribute, 
however inadequately, to a rational 
and wise result. I believe, as many have 
said and as probably all of us feel, that 
tomorrow's votes will be the most im
portant and far reaching of our con
gressional years. 

I remember reading that Winston 
Churchill once defined war as that 
event when young men are sent to die 
for old men's honor. That statement, 
more than any other that comes to 
mind, reflects my own cynicism about 
our generation making this fateful de
cision for those 20 and 30 years our jun
ior. It is their future, and whether they 
will have one, balanced against the na
tional and human values to be won by 
sending them out to do our bidding, 
which is at issue here. 

Mr. Speaker, I came to this House for 
the first time just 18 years ago this 
week, having been elected on the abso
lute promise that I would vote to end 
the Vietnam war. The war was then in 
its 12th year, with 50,000 Americans 
among the more than 1 million dead. 
The fateful vote came on May 13, 1973 
when the House finally found adequate 
resolve to cut off funding for that fruit
less, divisive, and painful struggle. I re
member the vote clearly, the celebra
tion here in the well, and the tears of 
relief and gratitude which, in the pri
vacy of my office, I shed that after
noon. 

And I promised myself then that I 
would never vote for a war where 
America's vital interests were not at 
risk, or where there was an honorable 
alternative, and that is the test which 
I have applied to determine how I shall 
vote. 

So this has been a difficult decision, 
though the correct answer is clear to 
me, because here there is an honorable 
alternative. Sanctions are working, 
they promise to cost few lives, require 
only patience and determination. 

My vision of the new world order is 
different from that of the President. I 

see a world where American policy 
need no longer be determined by what 
is anticommunistic, nor, at least ini
tially, that which is militaristic. The 
world's countries, so diverse in char
acter and in resources, can now unite 
when world order is threatened, as we 
have done in the Persian Gulf, unite to 
apply economic and political pressures, 
and thereby avoid resorting, in many 
instances, to the ultimate brutality of 
war. 

One man recently said that I should 
support the President, that he was the 
only national leader, and that I am 
just a Congressman. If, as he promised 
me, my vote to keep consistency with 
my judgment and my conscience by 
disagreeing with the Commander in 
Chief costs me the opportunity to sit in 
this body, so be it. I am at peace with 
that issue. 

A unified world has, in Iraq, applied 
economic sanctions which, in the judg
ment of America's chief of intelligence, 
CIA Director William Webster, are 
working. Secretary Baker told us at a 
small Foreign Affairs briefing just 5 
weeks ago that sanctions, in his words, 
"are beginning to bite." Director Web
ster, just 3 weeks ago, provided the de
tails to our Armed Services Commit
tee. The America led embargo around 
Iraq has closed off more than 90 per
cent of its imports and 97 percent of its 
exports. Its foreign exchange reserves 
will be nearly depleted by spring. Iraq 
will not have the capability to be self
sufficient in food production this year, 
and will produce, in fact, less than one
half the grain they need. Major repairs 
to Iraq's sophisticated aircraft will be· 
crippled because of the exodus of for
eign technicians. 

So why are we rushing headlong into 
war, with the specter of many young 
men and, yes, young women, dying in 
the sands of Kuwait and Iraq-British 
and French and Egyptians as well as 
Americans? And what of the bystander 
victims? What will be true costs of this 
war, in human terms? No one knows 
the suffering which unleashing the 
dogs of war will bring. The administra
tion refuses to discuss it. 

Who are we to believe about the 
war's costs in blood and pain? Will it be 
a few hundred Americans, as some reli
able sources have argued just this 
week, or will it be, as Defense Depart
ment sources earlier leaked several 
months ago, from 10,000 to 30,000? 

We have heard much in this debate 
about body bags. Last weekend, a 
friend gave me a copy of a document 
published by the Department of Com
merce on December 26, 1990, entitled 
"The Commerce Business Daily." This 
publication is, as its subtitle indicates 
"a daily list of government procure
ment invitations and contract 
awards." 

Page 32 of that document for Decem
ber 26, 1990 lists awards of four con
tracts to purchase 40,000 body bags, or 

in the official terminology, "pouches, 
human remains.'' 

Mr. Speaker, the United States and 
the entire international community 
have been struggling against two evils 
since the second of August. The first is 
Saddam Hussein's unprovoked, brutal, 
and intolerable aggression against Ku
wait. The second is the clock-for as 
every day passes without a resolution 
to this crisis, more innocent people suf
fer under Iraqi occupation, and more 
members of the international coalition 
suffer from economic sanctions they 
must enforce. 

There is a point at which the waiting 
must end. It may be that economic 
sanctions will not produce the results 
which, until 2 months ago, the Presi
dent and Secretary of State assured us 
would follow, but the time to abandon 
sanctions has not yet come. When that 
point is reached, it will require, in my 
view, a new decision, because it is one 
thing to invoke economic sanctions, 
and it is another to invoke military ac
tion with its resultant and incalculable 
death and suffering. That is what the 
Hamilton-Gephardt resolution pro
vides, and that is why I will vote for it. 

When we ended the Vietnam war, I 
promised myself that I would never 
support a war effort for this country 
unless our vital security interests were 
threatened. President Jimmy Carter 
first recognized that free flowing oil 
through the Persian Gulf was a vital 
security interest of this country. Never 
mind the stupid! ty that allowed the 
death a decade ago of efforts which he 
and many others supported to free us 
from the economic bondage of depend
ency on Middle Eastern oil. The plain 
truth is that we face war in the Persian 
Gulf today because we-and most of 
the world-have allowed ourselves to 
rely for economic vitality upon crude 
oil produced on the Arabian Peninsula. 

The world faces war today for the 
noble cause of a new world order. But 
that high sounding phrase is, in fact, 
bottomed on the world's need for oil 
and America has stepped forward once 
again to play the role of world's police
man to make everything right. No one 
else, we are told, will do it. All the 
world is behind us, in this selfless un
dertaking, but, as someone mentioned 
last night, they should be at our side. 

I have praised, as many others, the 
President's brilliant leadership in 
bringing world powers into alliance to 
impose the sanctions on Iraq, and in 
seeking U.N. support. But it can legiti
mately be asked why America is not 
one of many forces of more equal pro
portion, under a U.N. flag, and why the 
huge new resources pouring into the 
treasuries of those Persian Gulf coun
tries, whose very existence we defend, 
are not, in fact, paying the costs of 
that defense. A war effort in the Per
sian Gulf could cost, we were told yes
terday by the House's budget chair
man, a billion dollars per day. 
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This global alliance, we are told by 

the ad.ministration's spokesmen and by 
Members debating today, will begin to 
disintegrate if we do not go to war 
now. Others assure us that the alliance 
will begin to. break up if, in fact, war is 
undertaken and it takes more than a 
few days. In fact, as all Members know, 
the alliance is a couple of old friends, 
principally the British and the French 
whose numbers are very small in com
parison with ours, and Arab countries 
whose existence is directly dependent 
upon the success of America's efforts. 
This war will be basically an American 
action and our allies, most of them, are 
simply holding our coat. The two 
greatest world economic powers, both 
of whom depend, as we do not, upon 
Middle Eastern oil, are not present 
militarily nor, in any significant way, 
economically. They are figuratively 
averting their eyes, pleading pre
occupation with their own problems. 

So we appear on the verge of an 
American war in the Persian Gulf. I 
still have hopes, though I cannot base 
them on anything except my normal 
optimism about the ultimate triumph 
of man's better instincts-in this case 
avoiding an absolutely unjustifiable, 
intellectually and morally indefensible 
war effort. 

Our hopes and prayers go with U .N. 
Secretary General Javier Perez de 
Cueller, with whom I visited briefly 
last Monday in New York. The French 
and the European Community are mak
ing a last effort. It is said that King 
Fahd and King Hussein, whom I am 
proud to call a friend, and President 
Benjadid of Algeria are making efforts. 
Others will try. 

But when I contemplate what will re
sult if they fail, my optimism fades. I 
see the probability of a bloody war 
which will claim thousands of lives and 
destabilize the region for years to 
come, putting back America's-and Is
rael's-abilities to live at peace with 
the Arab world for generations. 

We are told that if we make any com
promise with Saddam Hussein at all, 
that we resort to appeasement, and 
that nothing can be traded for Iraq's 
withdrawal from Kuwait. Like all in 
this Chamber, I pray he will realize 
how poor his chances are, and foresee
ing the destruction of his war capabil
ity, much of his country and many of 
his countrymen, will choose to begin to 
leave Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, the President's decision 
to direct the Secretary of Defense to 
ensure an offensive option, his decision 
to increase the deployment to nearly 
450,000 men and women, and his implied 
intention to move quickly after the 
U.N. January 15 deadline, all set the 
United States on a collision course 
with Iraq. This date, selected arbitrar
ily, has come to represent the seminal 
moment when peaceful efforts have ei
ther succeeded or failed to resolve this 
crisis. This is not the case. 

I may eventually support the U.N. 
resolution authorizing all necessary 
means, and I do not preclude the even
tual use of force to remove Saddam 
Hussein from Kuwait. But I do not now 
believe that is necessary. The Presi
dent-in hopes of making our military 
threat �c�r�e�d�i�b�l�~�h�a�s� attempted to pre
clude the strategy of sanctions upon 
which he initially introduced troops 
into the Persian Gulf, and in the proc
ess, undermined the prospects for a 
peaceful resolution of this conflict. 

Mr. Speaker, I reject the linkage of 
this act of aggression with the Pal
estinian problem. I reject rewarding 
Saddam Hussein in any manner what
soever. However, we are apparently 
headed for war after January 15, and I 
will not be a party to imperiling the 
lives of our troops in the gulf without 
the conviction that all peaceful alter
natives have been exhausted. 

As a member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, and its Subcommittee on 
Europe and the Middle East, I have 
traveled widely throughout the Middle 
East over the last 3 years. I pretend no 
expertise, but I have become ac
quainted with leaders of the countries 
of the region and have tried to under
stand, in particular, the struggle be
tween Israel and her Arab neighbors. In 
fact, I returned just 3 weeks ago from 
a visit to Israel and six Arab countries. 

While there I visited, like many of 
the members of this House have, with 
the troops in Saudi Arabia. While visit
ing the First Marine Division just 20 
miles from the Kuwaiti border, I met 
three young men from my State of 
Utah. One of them asked me: "Will you 
send us to war?" The question haunted 
me, and still does. It was asked with
out fear and without apparent appre
hension. Both emotions are present 
today as I contemplate the impact of 
the votes we will cast tomorrow. 

Opinions on how this crisis should be 
resolved are widely varied in the Mid
dle East, but all agree that war will 
transform and destabilize the region 
for years to come. It will imperil mod
erate Arab governments. It will feed 
the fury of hatred and intransigence, 
and drive the rampant growth of Is
lamic fundamentalism. Undoubtedly 
terrorism will increase. These de
stabilizing forces are clearly not in the 
interest of the United States, or of our 
closest ally in the region, Israel. 

I found that many of those leaders 
with whom I visited in the Middle East 
do not believe sanctions will work. 
This is partly true because the ad.min
istration has downplayed sanctions, 
have changed earlier representations, 
and in recent months have been saying 
sanctions simply will not do the job 
alone, and, anyway, you don't want 
Saddam to come out of this with his 
military machine in workable condi
tion. 

There were three components in the 
allied response to Saddam �H�~�s�s�e�i�n�:� 

Sanctions, negotiations, or threat of 
war. The ad.ministration's decision to 
engage in brinksmanship has placed us 
in an untenable position because they 
have eliminated sanctions, leaving 
those who are trying actively to avoid 
the war with nothing but linkage to 
negotiate, and linkage is unacceptable. 
We should not be in that position. 
Sanctions are, in fact, a viable alter
native. It is the ad.ministration's own 
ineptitude which has placed us in this 
intolerable situation, and that is very 
regrettable indeed. 

In a totalitarian country such as 
Iraq, the decision to go to war is a rel
atively easy one. Such are the benefits 
of dictatorship. 

That is not, I am happy to say, the 
case in this country, nor in any true 
democracy. This vote, as difficult as it 
may be for all of us, is a tribute to our 
democracy. The President may not be 
able to show Sadd.am Hussein that the 
Congress is unanimous in its support 
for war. But an open society's strength 
is based on its process of consideration 
for the views of all, and this country is 
genuinely divided on this issue. Ameri
cans believe, correctly so in my view, 
that we have not exhausted every 
peaceful alternative. 

I commend my colleagues on the se
riousness of this debate, and the sol
emn manner with which the Congress 
approaches this awesome task. When 
this immediate task is over, and the 
current situation concluded, one way 
or another, whenever that time will be, 
there will still remain the seemingly 
interminable conflict between our val
ued ally Israel and her Arab neighbors. 

It is my sincere hope that, at that 
time, the Congress will show the same 
interest and seriousness in search of a 
comprehensive peace in the Middle 
East. That is the only way that a last
ing peace with hope can come to this, 
the most troubled of regions, an area 
where peace is required for the well
being of the rest of the world. 

0 1240 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 4 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
CHANDLER]. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the Michel-Solarz 
resolution. 

I think as we discuss this issue, it is 
important to say that I believe we are 
all trying to avoid a war, and the ques
tion is how best to accomplish that. 

First, I think we need to understand 
our adversary. Let me quote Saddam 
Hussein. I think it says it all in one 
sentence. These are his words; 

I struggle for the realization of Arab unity 
and if necessary, through the use of force, 
because I am determined to consolidate a 
single Arab state. 

Hussein's objective is very clear-one 
Arab state with Saddam Hussein at its 
head. What that would mean is two-
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thirds of the world's known oil reserves 
would be under the control of one man. 
The Suez Canal, the transportation 
crossroads of the entire world, would 
be under the control of one man. Key 
allies of the United States and the free 
world would be threatened by one man, 
and the fate of the world's economy 
would be in the hands of one man. 

I do not believe any amount of delay 
or attempts at negotiation, no matter 
how well intentioned, will stop this 
man or change his mind. All his gains 
have been by the use of force, including 
murder and torture. Regrettably, that 
seems to be what he understands. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. CHANDLER. No, I do not have 
enough time. I am sorry. 

I wish to emphasize a second impor
tant point. 

Supporters of the continued use of 
sanctions characterize their policy as 
peaceful, benign, nonviolent, and with
out the cost of lives. I think they are 
compelled to answer this question: 
With sanctions, will there be suffering, 
hardship, and death in Iraq? Well, if 
sanctions are to be effective, I think 
the clear answer to that question is 
clearly yes. 

If the answer is no, then sanctions 
could not possibly succeed. 

Now, who will suffer? Will it be Hus
sein, his leaders, his troops? No, the 
suffering will fall on the old, the 
young, the sick, and women. Will the 
rape, the murder, and the torture of 
Kuwaitis stop? No. 

I think we face terrible choices. But 
when you propose a policy, I think you 
are compelled to be forthright about 
its results. 

Suppose we use sanctions for a year 
and Saddam Hussein is backed into a 
corner. Is he going to be any less des
perate, any less ruthless? He likely 
faces the destruction of his country no 
matter what policy option we choose. 
War will very likely be the result. 
Time, though, serves Hussein and his 
purposes. To give Hussein time would 
be to send him the wrong message. 

There is a terrible sickness in the 
Middle East. We have tried every con
ceivable treatment, and nothing has 
worked. We must now lance the in
fected area and remove this tumor. 
Hussein has the option to render this 
tumor benign. It is his choice. But I 
think we all know that it is malignant 
and we must remove it before it is 
given a chance to spread. 

Mr. Speaker, to carry that analogy 
further, we must give the surgeons the 
tools to carry out their task. Short of 
the use of nuclear weapons, or chemi
cal or biological weapons, we must give 
our fighting men and women every 
means they need to accomplish their 
task. 

No more Vietnams! 

If conflict becomes unavoidable, give 
our men and women what they need to 
prevail quickly, then bring them home. 

The article follows: 
[From the Washington Post, Jan. 11, 1991] 

CONGRESS AND WAR 

Iraq, says Speaker Foley, is an "issue of 
conscience." But that's to say that only one 
answer is possible. In fact, Iraq is an issue of 
judgment. Conscientious legislators have dif
ferent views about it. That is what makes 
the congressional debate on Iraq so excruci
atingly difficult. 

That the United States has large stakes in 
the outcome of the Gulf crisis is no longer a 
contentious issue. The threshold argument 
in Congress is how best to pursue those 
stakes-by the threat of war or by further re
liance on sanctions, diplomacy and the mili
tary buildup. On this matter, as we say, con
scientious people can differ. There are expert 
analyses to support several courses. It is a 
close call. 

But Congress is not dealing merely with 
this essentially tactical question. Having 
chosen to wait until this late moment to ad
dress the crisis in a formal this-counts way, 
Congress finds itself pinned up against the 
Bush administration's determined, United 
Nations-sanctioned effort to enforce the 
U.N.'s Jan. 15 deadline for Iraqi withdrawal 
from Kuwait. So a second argument-what 
we would call the more urgent argument-
necessarily comes into play: whether to try 
to make the Bush enforcement strategy 
work. This is not simply a matter of support
ing the president, although it is partly that. 
It is a matter of suppling the president with 
the vote of confidence, the showing of sup
port, to strengthen his hand at the moment 
when conceivably this powerful sort of 
strengthening of his hand can influence the 
calculations of Saddam Hussein and win him 
over to the withdrawal that is favored by al
most everyone in America. 

It is no longer seriously disputed that Sad
dam Hussein is a menace to regional peace 
and global order and had best be reined in 
sooner so that he does not become an even 
greater menace later. This is what the Amer
ican government has attempted to do. Now 
comes the squeeze. Can there be any ques
tion as to how Saddam Hussein would read a 
congressional vote that denied President 
Bush the authority he seeks to use force in 
conformity with international mandate and 
national policy alike? Does anyone think he 
would not take heart from such a vote? 

A war in the Gulf could have incalculable 
and horrible effects, and we are not calling 
for the country to launch an attack. But we 
do support putting in the hands of the presi
dent-a president who personally knows 
something about war-the authority to 
make a more plausible threat in these elev
enth-hour circumstances of President Hus
sein's pre-deadline countdown. Our judgment 
is that Congress, by deciding to authorize 
the President to conduct war, materially im
proves his chances of achieving peace. It is a 
risk, and we would take it. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to my colleague, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. DELLUMS]. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
appreciate it if my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Washing
ton [Mr. CHANDLER], would remain in 
the well. I would like to propound a 
question to the gentleman. 

As I understand it, the administra
tion's policy options have been three-

fold-an economic option, a diplomatic 
option, and an offensive military op
tion. The gentleman began his re
marks-and I respect the gentleman
by saying that this is not really a 
march to war but an effort to try to 
avert war. Yet I listened very carefully 
to the gentleman's argument. 

With respect to option 1, economic 
sanctions, the gentleman, giving us his 
own assumptions, gave a brilliant ex
planation as to why sanctions will not 
work. So let us take that off the table. 

Then the gentleman said in the 
course of his remarks that diplomatic 
efforts, no matter how well inten
tioned, will not work, so let us take 
that off the table. 

So what the gentleman is really say
ing is in direct contradiction to what 
he started out suggesting, because if he 
is saying the economic option will not 
work and diplomacy will not work, 
then is the gentleman not saying that 
what this debate is about here is going 
to war with Iraq, straight and simple, 
so let us strip all the other discussion 
away from it, because what this really 
is all about is going to war with Iraq? 

Mr. CHANDLER. Will the gentleman 
yield so I may respond? 

Mr. DELLUMS. Unless I misheard, 
that is what the gentleman said. 

Yes, I yield to the gentleman for a re
sponse. 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think there is great risk of war no mat
ter which policy is adopted. I think, 
though, that Saddam Hussein is more 
likely to respond to an immediate 
threat of destruction of his country 
than he is likely to respond to an ex
tension of time, which I believe he will 
interpret as a sign of weakness on the 
part of the allies, most notably the 
United States. 

Mr. DELLUMS. So the gentleman is 
saying that the vote today is a vote to 
go to war with Iraq? The gentleman 
says that is the option, and he thinks 
that is the only one left on the table? 

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, I 
think there is grave risk of war, no 
matter what option we adopt. What I 
think, though, is that paradoxically, 
the threat of war is more likely to 
yield the result of peace than the 
threat of sanctions, which I think I 
just heard the gentleman say will not 
work either. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I did not say they 
would not work. I said, if we were ac
cepting your assumptions. The gen
tleman discarded sanctions, but I am 
not in that position. I do not agree 
with that. I am just saying that was 
the gentleman's viewpoint. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. WOLPE]. 

Mr. WOLPE. Mr. Speaker, the deci
sion we and the President are in the 
process of making will affect real lives, 
real people, real families. We must not 
let that fundamental truth be sanitized 
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away in the technical jargon of mili
tary strategy and war gaming. The de
cision we are about to make is literally 
a matter of life and death. That is of 
course why this is such a difficult deci
sion for all of us. 

Let it be clear that there is no dis
agreement in this Congress on one es
sential point: Saddam Hussein's ruth
less invasion of Kuwait cannot and will 
not be allowed to stand. The world sim
ply cannot permit a dictator as ambi
tious and ruthless as Hussein to seize 
control of the region's critical energy 
resources. Moreover, international ac
quiescence to Hussein's act of naked 
aggression would only encourage simi
lar acts by other tyrannical regimes. 

It needs also to be said plainly that 
there are indeed times when lives must 
be risked in the struggle against tyr
anny and for freedom. We Americans 
understand that very clearly. That is 
why, following Iraq's invasion of Ku
wait, most Americans applauded the 
President's quick and effective deploy
ment of American troops to Saudi Ara
bia to deter further aggression by Sad
dam Hussein's forces. That is also why 
Americans supported the President's 
decision to use military force, if nec
essary, to secure an international eco
nomic blockade of Iraq. These deci
sions were not without risk or cost, but 
they were recognized by most Ameri
cans as prudent and necessary re
sponses to Iraq's aggression. And they 
received the broadest possible biparti
san support in the Congress. 

But now we are being asked to aban
don these policies and to launch offen
sive military action. We are being told 
it is time for war. Why? Why the rush 
to war? Why abandon a strategy that 
has been largely successful for an infi
nitely more costly and risky initiative 
that will inevitably mean a huge loss 
of life, and is very likely to produce a 
wholly unpredictable spiral of violence 
and bloodshed and increased inter
national instability? 

Clearly, if there should be a war, 
there is no doubt about the ultimate 
military outcome. If we fight, we will 
prevail and Saddam Hussein will suffer 
a crushing defeat. But at what cost? 
And at what consequences for the Mid
dle East, for America, and for the 
world. 

Yes, war is an option. But war must 
be a last resort, to be initiated only 
when it is clear that sanctions and di
plomacy have failed, and when we can 
be reasonably confident that military 
success will yield more than a pyrrhic 
victory. War must ·be a last resort. 
Surely our impatience is not a suffi
cient reason to put the lives of young 
American men and women at risk. Nor 
is the failure to meet an arbitrary, self
imposed deadline a· sufficient reason to 
conclude that diplomacy has failed. 

Two central arguments are being ad
vanced by those supporting the Solarz
Broomfield proposed declaration of 

war. First, it is claimed that the eco
nomic sanctions that have been im
posed are not working and will never 
succeed in expelling Iraqi forces from 
Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, it is simply wrong to 
say that the initial strategy to stop 
Saddam Hussein is not working. Just 
look at what has been accomplished in 
less than 6 months; 

Saudi Arabia is now defended against 
attack, and Hussein's fantasy of gain
ing control of the region's energy re
sources has been shattered. 

The safety and freedom of American 
and other hostages have been secured. 

The energy market has been sta
bilized and the world has discovered it 
is able to do without Kuwaiti and Iraqi 
crude. 

Inside Iraq, the sanctions are bi ting, 
and they are bi ting deeply. The Direc
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency 
and other analysts report that more 
than 90 percent of Iraqi imports and 97 
percent of its exports have been cur
tailed, that the international embargo 
is depriving Baghdad of approximately 
$1.5 billion of foreign exchange earn
ings monthly, that Iraq's inability to 
export its oil is costing over $70 million 
daily, and that Iraq's GNP has already 
been reduced by 50 percent. 

Does that sound like a failed sanc
tions policy? According to CIA Direc
tor Webster, even Iraq's military, par
ticularly its air force, is being weak
ened by the sanctions. Major repairs to 
sophisticated aircraft like the F-1 are 
increasingly difficult because of the ex
odus of foreign technicians. In addi
tion, a lack of spare parts and lubri
cants will, over time, take an increas
ingly severe toll on Iraqi ground forces. 

The bottom line is that Saddam Hus
sein is now virtually alone in the Mid
dle East-politically, militarily, and 
economically isolated. Listen to the 
words of former Secretary of Defense 
James Schlesinger: 

Saddam Hussein staked Iraq's position on 
a roll of the dice-and lost. Only if he has a 
deeply masochistic streak can he regard 
himself as rewarded. To allow our political 
rhetoric to obscure the severe punishment 
that has already been meted out or to sug
gest that our current policy is in some way 
unsuccessful * * * strikes me as mis-
conceived. · 

It is true that one critical objective
Iraq's expulsion from Kuwait-has not 
yet been achieved. But most experts 
have insisted from the beginning that 
it would take a minimum of 12 to 18 
months for sanctions to begin to have 
a politically significant effect within 
Iraq. What is remarkable is how much 
the sanctions have achieved in less 
than 6 months. It is not the failure of 
sanctions that we should be heralding, 
but their extraordinary success. 

The second argument of those sup
porting a declaration of war is that 
time is on the side of Saddam Hussein 
because the coalition allied against 
him is too fragile to be counted on to 

sustain effective international sanc
tions. Mr. Speaker, if this is in fa.ct 
true, why should we believe the coali
tion will hang together in the far risk
ier exercise of war. No one has ad
dressed this issue more incisively than 
the former Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, Adm. William Crowe. 
Testifying before the Senate Armed 
Services Committee, Admiral Crowe 
observed: 

I cannot understand, Admiral Crowe 
writes, why some consider our international 
alliance strong enough to conduct intense 
hostilities but too fragile to hold together 
while we attempt a peaceful solution .... I 
sense more nervousness among our allies 
about our impetuousness than a.bout our pa
tience. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no one in this 
body that can say with absolute cer
tainty that sanctions and diplomacy 
will eventually succeed in expelling 
Iraqi forces from Kuwait, or that fur
ther reliance on sanctions and diplo
macy will be without risk or cost. But 
what of the risks and costs inherent in 
the decision to go to war? 

The cost in human casualties: If a 
ground war becomes part of the battle 
plan, we are told that American casual
ties could be as high as 10,000 to 20,000. 

The cost to an already weakened 
American economy. 

The risk of an uncontrollable spiral 
of violence and terrorism. 

The risk that military expenditures, 
and the possible reinstitution of the 
draft, will force the continued deferral 
of urgently needed domestic invest
ments. 

Given all of the uncertainties and 
risks of war, does it not make sense to 
stay the course with a policy that is 
manifestly working and that has al
ready accomplished a great deal. Again 
let me quote Admiral Crowe: 

I firmly believe that Saddam Hussein must 
leave Kuwait. At the same time given the 
larger context I judge it highly desirable to 
achieve this goal in a peaceful fashion, if 
possible. In other words, we should give sanc
tions a fair cha.nee before we discard them. I 
personally believe they will bring him to his 
knees, but I would be the first to admit that 
is a speculative judgment. If in fa.ct the sanc
tions will work in 12 to 18 months instead of 
six months, the trade-off of a.voiding war 
with its attendant sacrifices and uncertain
ties would, in my view, be more than worth 
it. 

Admiral Crowe concluded his testi
mony with these words: 

It may be that Saddam Hussein's ego is so 
engaged that he will not bend to an embargo 
or other peaceful deterrents such as contain
ment. But I believe we should thoroughly 
satisfy ourselves that that is in fa.ct the case 
and that hostilities would best serve our in
terests before resorting to unilateral offen
sive action against Iraq. It would be a sad 
commentary if Saddam Hussein, a two-bit 
tyrant who sits on 17 million people and pos
sesses a GNP of $40 billion, proved to be more 
patient than the United States, the world's 
most affluent and powerful nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope we will heed this 
wise counsel of one of America's most 
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distinguished military leaders. It is not 
yet time to write off the effectiveness 
of sanctions and diplomacy in rolling 
back Saddam Hussein's aggression. The 
rush to war is premature. I urge pas
sage of the Gephardt-Hamilton resolu
tion. 

0 1250 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. BEREU
TER]. 

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, much 
of the debate on these three very dif
ferent resolutions now being considered 
revolves around the effectiveness or in
effectiveness of economic sanctions, 
particularly trade sanctions. 

Let me mention a few words about 
my vantage point and my perspective. 
I serve on the House Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. I serve on the House 
Select Committee on Intelligence. Ac
cordingly I focus intensely on this 
issue. I want to remind Members and 
reassure my own constituents that this 
Member has been willing to stand up 
alone in his party and against intense 
pressure from the White House, if nec
essary, when I have been convinced of 
the merits of my position. 

With these words about perspective, 
it is perfectly clear to this Member 
that economic sanctions or an embargo 
cannot alone reverse the status quo 
and will not cause Iraq to withdraw 
from Kuwait. Therefore, I have con
cluded that our only chance to force 
that withdrawal without war is to 
maintain a very credible and imme
diate military threat of force. 

This Member will not deprive Presi
dent Bush of that very credible and im
mediate threat of force. The Michel-So
larz resolution maintains that credible 
and immediate military threat, and, as 
such, is the key to success with, if at 
all possible, peace. It reaffirms U.N. 
Resolution 678, which is the express re
solve undergirding the multinational 
force arrayed against Saddam Hus
sein's aggression and brutality, and 
against his very real, ultimate, threat 
to our national interests, and that of 
the whole civilized world. 

Accordingly, I want to make just a 
few points about the ineffectiveness of 
economic sanctions. The governments 
of all of the countries bordering Iraq 
have agreed to honor the embargo. In 
theory, all trade with Iraq should have 
ceased and Saddam Hussein's supply of 
critical materials should have been ex
hausted. Clearly, however, the sanc
tions have not been effective as envi
sioned, and the Iraqi military regime 
has not been crippled. 

I will give you three quotes directly 
from the January 10 letter to House 
Armed Services Committee Chairman 
ASPIN from the Director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency, Judge William 
Webster. 

First: 

The ability of the Iraqi ground force to de
fend Kuwait and southern Iraq is unlikely to 
be substantially eroded over the next 6 to 10 
months. 

Second, he says: 
Even if sanctions continue to be enforced 

for an additional 6 to 12 months, economic 
hardship alone is unlikely to compel Saddam 
to retreat from Kuwait or cause regime
threatening discontent in Iraq. 

Third: 
We have seen little hard evidence to sug

gest that Saddam is currently threatened by 
the current hardships endured by his popu
lace. 

Mr. Speaker, we have many examples 
from the news media of leaks in our ex
port embargo to Iraq. I asked for a de
tailed list of the firms, foreign and do
mestic, that are leaking this material, 
services, and important other items. 

I saw a partial list. It is highly clas
sified because of the collection tech
niques so I asked for a declassified ver
sion. The CIA response to me last week 
is very general, but here is what came 
back to me: 

The efforts to circumvent sanctions have 
been largely unsuccessful. At this point most 
governments are actively enforcing sanc
tions and plan to continue enforcement ef
forts. Since the imposition of the embargo, 
private firms have been involved in trying to 
sell goods to Iraq. Industrial and agricul
tural products constitute the bulk of the 
items offered to Iraq. Military, chemicals, 
transports, electrical, and oil-related items 
are also being offered. 

The sanctions are leaking, already at 
this early date, at a disturbing rate. 
The borders of Iran, Syria, Turkey, and 
Jordan are hotbeds of smuggling. Large 
shipments of foodstuffs have made the 
journey to Baghdad. 

Overhead satellites reveal heavy traf
fic over makeshift desert highways. 

Iran, for example, has doubled its imports 
of beef, an indication that they may be sup
plying meat to Iraq. (Wall Street Journal, 
December 5, 1990.) 

In Baghdad, there are large supplies 
of beer that had been bottled in Jordan 
months after the sanctions took effect. 

Now, I am frankly not much con
cerned about food smuggling, but if 
Iraq can effectively import bulky food 
to sell on the open markets, clearly 
Iraq can import critical spare parts and 
equipment. And, it is! 

There are numerous other examples that 
have been revealed in the press. It is known, 
for example, that truckloads of chemical ad
ditives for water purification have entered 
the country. (Washington Post, January 1, 
1991.) 

The International Maritime Bureau is in
vestigating a Honduran-flag vessel carrying 
chemicals from Europe that never reached 
Aqaba. This ship faked engine troubles, 
sneaked into Beirut harbor, and off-loaded 
its shipment of critical chemicals. These 
critical chemicals then were able to make 
their way to Iraq. (Wall Street Journal, De
cember 5, 1990.) 

We know that there are Iraqi brokers who 
have settled into plush Jordanian hotels, or
dering a whole range of equipment by telex 
and paying top price to those who are willing 

to breach the embargo. (Wall Street Journal, 
December 5, 1990.) 

Regrettably, we now know that a sig
nificant number of Western companies 
are aiding and abetting the smuggling 
of critical materials. Recently unclas
sified data from the intelligence serv
ices indicate that numerous foreign 
firms have been involved in trying to 
sell goods to Iraq. Industrial equip
ment, military, transport, electrical 
and oil related items are also being 
bartered. 

Yesterday, a distinguished, senior 
member of the Select Committee on In
telligence, Mr. SHUSTER explained that 
literally hundreds of companies and in
dividuals have provided critical assist
ance to Iraq. As a member of that com
mittee I can regrettably affirm that 
situation. We have, of course, no air 
embargo. 

As we exercise our awesome respon
sibilities here today, it is entirely ap
propriate for us to consider well the 
lessons of history. Perhaps the defini
tive source on the subject of economic 
sanctions is a book written by Gary 
Clyde Hufbauer and Jeffrey J. Schott 
in 1985 for the Institute for Inter
national Economics. It is entitled 
"Economic Sanctions Reconsidered: 
History and Current Policy." The au
thors, after having considered the ap
plication of economic sanctions in ap
proximately 150 different wars which 
stretched in time from the 
Peloponnesian Wars of 400 BC to Gre
nada, gave the following three relevant 
reasons why sanctions sometimes are 
of limited success: 

First, sanctions imposed may simply be in
adequate to achieve the objectives sought
the goal may be too elusive, the means too 
gentle, or cooperation from other countries 
when needed, too tepid. 

A second reason for failure is that sanc
tions may create their own antidotes. In par
ticular, economic sanctions may unify the 
target country both in support of the govern
ment and in search of commercial alter
natives. 

A third reason for failure is that economic 
sanctions create their own backlash, abroad 
and at home. Allies abroad may simply not 
share the goals of the sender country. As a 
result, they may, in the first instance, ask 
exasperating questions about the probability 
of a successful outcome; in the second in
stance, they may refuse to take stern meas
ures against the target country* * *. 

These reasons for failed sanctions are 
all too likely to be relevant to the cur
rent situation with Iraq. 

It has been said in arguments for ex
tending the economic sanctions for a 
long period that "patience is a virtue." 
But patience is not always a virtue. 
Can anyone really believe that an ef
fective embargo and the coalition sup
porting it will survive for 24 months or 
even a year? It cannot! 

Unfortunately, Saddam Hussein will 
leave Kuwait only if he believes the 
United States and the multilateral coa
lition really has the resolve to use 
force. He clearly is not yet convinced 
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of our resolve. Therefore, I urge my 
colleagues to strongly support the pas
sage of the Michel-Solarz, bipartisan 
resolution. It will assist President 
Bush in demonstrating that America 
and its allied nations do indeed have 
the necessary resolve to exercise force 
in removing Iraqi forces from Kuwait. 
At this point that credible resolve and 
this Michel-Solarz resolution are our 
best hope for a successful and peaceful 
conclusion to the current crisis in the 
gulf. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. DONNELLY]. 

Mr. DONNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to the Solarz 
amendment and in favor of the Gep
hardt amendment. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been a Member of this institution for 13 
years. I have taken the well of this 
House on many occasions to speak out 
on issues, both domestic and foreign 
policy, but never in my service as a 
Member of the House have I taken the 
well with such sadness and rage. 

D 1300 
Sadness and rage because it seems 

this institution in less than 24 hours 
will authorize our President to take of
fensive action and to start a war in the 
Middle East. 

Let met say to my friends that if 
they thought the Vietnam war was un
popular, wait until the American peo
ple find out why and for whom and for 
what our kids were sent off to die. To 
restore the legitimate Government of 
Kuwait, a monarchy, a feudal monar
chy, a group of people that will not 
fight for themselves. Can you imagine 
in your wildest estimation if the Unit
ed States of America was vanquished in 
battle, and we survivors were chased 
into Mexico, that not every red-blooded 
American would take arms to retake 
our land? 

To defend Saudi Arabia, a nation 
that has no draft, a nation that has 
continually used foreign nationals to 
do their dirty work. Their able-bodied 
men and women will not stand every 
one of them in defense of their country 
and the restoration of the Government 
of Kuwait. They expect Americans to 
do it. 

Let me disabuse everybody here that 
this is an international coalition. Yes, 
my friends, it is an international coali
tion when they vote in the United Na
tions. But when they have to put their 
sons and daughters on the line to re
store the legitimate Government of 
Kuwait, where are they? 

The Soviet Union, the other great 
world superpower, not one Soviet sol
dier in Saudi Arabia. One battleship, 
but not one soldier in harm's way. The 
European Community. Granted, France 
and England deserve some credit. 
Where are the rest of them? A warship 
here, a minesweeper there. 

The European Community. Twice in 
this century we have sent our children, 
sons and daughters, to defend the coun
tries of the European Community. The 
success of the Marshall plan, in my es
timation, has made a lot of European 
nations wealthy and has created a lot 
of ingrates. 

Japan, a few yen, Japan which gets 
almost all of its oil from Kuwait. 

And worst of all, worst of all, who 
have we taken as an ally? Hafiz Assad, 
the dictator of Syria, Hafiz Assad. If 
any of my colleagues had a constituent 
that died on Pan Am 103, look yourself 
in the mirror to have an ally like Hafiz 
Assad. 

When they strike Israel and Israel 
strikes back, will the Arab so-called al
lies fight with us or fight against us? 

My friends, we are not just jumping 
into the quicksand of the Middle East, 
we are diving in head first. 

Let me say finally to my friends on 
the Democratic side, I have always 
prided myself as a member of a party 
that represented and stood for the in
terests of the working class and the 
poor. I need not remind anybody in this 
Chamber who dies in wars. It is the 
working class and the poor. And at the 
end of the day, if this terrible war com
mences, each one of us is going to have 
to walk up to a mother or a father, or 
a son or a daughter and say that your 
daddy, your mom died in a necessary, 
just and noble cause. And if you vote to 
authorize the President to send our 
kids into battle, I hope you will be able 
to look them in the eye and say that 
they gave their life, 90 percent Amer
ican, in a necessary, just and noble 
cause. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot say that to my 
constituents. I hope that those who 
vote for the so-called bipartisan resolu
tion can say that to theirs. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. ROYBAL]. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Speaker, during 
this debate I have heard on various oc
casions Members of this House tell us 
that this is the most difficult vote that 
they will ever cast in their political ca
reer. With that, Mr. Speaker, I agree. 
It is the most difficult vote that we 
will cast in our entire political career. 

But I have listened to both sides and 
I still have to find someone who gives 
me some specific reason why we are 
there, what our interests are in the 
Persian Gulf. This has not been specifi
cally outlined as far as I can see. 

We are told instead that Saddam 
Hussein is an evil man, that he must be 
stopped. With that I agree. But the 
truth of the matter is that Hussein has 
not changed one bit. He was evil when 
we were supporting him, when he was 
our friend. So there has been no change 
insofar as that individual is concerned. 

No one has given any real reason I 
believe why there is any justification 
as to why we must sacrifice thousands 

of young lives before all other alter
natives have been exhausted. 

Mr. Speaker, many decades ago 
Americans fought a war to end all 
wars, but wars have not ended, only the 
names have changed to police action 
and so forth. The truth of the matter is 
that the battlefields of the world still 
have our men dying and young families 
continue to mourn their loved ones as 
widows and orphans live their lives in 
poverty and deprivation. 

Our national leaders tell us now that 
they want only peace, but they launch 
us into war as we find ourselves debat
ing now whether or not to grant the 
President of the United States a dec
laration of war. Mr. Speaker, I firmly 
believe that we must not give the 
President this unbridled reason for him 
to go into battle. Congress I believe 
must provide a cooler head and warmer 
hearts and tell those who wage war 
that a strong application of sanctions, 
when given time to work, will prevent 
war, destruction and death. We must 
tell those that wage war that the his
tory of the world clearly has dem
onstrated that the power of the sword 
only brings suffering, and history, that 
same history also tells us that the in
tellect, when given its time, can bring 
peace. It can prevent the destruction of 
nations and it can bring about a tran
quility throughout the world as a 
whole, our leadership as well as theirs. 

But may I say as well that as the 
Congress of the United States will be 
tested in the next few days as all 
Americans and the people of the world 
watch and history records and judges, 
most of those who will vote on this 
matter do not know what war really is. 
They never had on a uniform, they 
never faced an opponent and so they do 
not know. 

I for one cannot condemn thousands 
of young lives to an untimely death on 
a foreign battlefield, specifically when 
there is, in fact, another alternative. A 
few more weeks can make a difference. 
I believe that sanctions, given a 
chance, can work, and it can in fact 
prevent war and its terrible con
sequences. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
GALLO]. 

Mr. GALLO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Michigan for yield
ing the time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
bipartisan concurrent resolution spon
sored by Republican leader MICHEL and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. SO
LARZ] which provides support to the 
multinational forces now determined 
to remove the military forces in Iraq 
from the nation of Kuwait. 

I believe that President Bush de
serves a great deal of credit for his 
leadership in building a strong inter
national coalition to make it clear to 
Saddam that he is facing worldwide op-



January 11, 1991 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 623 
position to his invasion of Kuwait. 
With the support of the United Nations 
and our allies, this international force 
has shown Saddam Hussein that he 
stands alone against the world, even 
though he seems to be slow in getting 
the message. 

If Saddam Hussein respects anything, 
Mr. Speaker-and I emphasize the word 
if-it is strength of will and unity of 
purpose. For these reasons, I support 
this bipartisan resolution. 

This is not a partisan issue, Mr. 
Speaker, nor is this a step which any of 
us take lightly, when so many lives are 
at stake. But, we must demonstrate 
our unity of purpose in support for 
international efforts to stand firm 
against Saddam Hussein's naked ag
gression against Kuwait, a member in 
good standing of the United Nations. 

I support our President and I support 
our troops who are in the gulf defend
ing our critical international resolve at 
this important time in world history. 

D 1310 
Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak for 

peace, peace under the rule of law. 
It was Franklin Delano Roosevelt 

who had the dream during the final 
years of World War II that the rule of 
law would set the standard on this 
globe after that conflict. He was the 
guiding light of the bold idea of the 
creation of the United Nations. Today 
we are seeing that dream of Franklin 
Roosevelt put to the test based upon a 
U.N. resolution against the tyrannical 
aggression of Saddam Hussein upon his 
neighbor. 

Our country leads the way toward a 
resolution of this crisis under the rule 
of international law. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue is whether the 
dream of Franklin Roosevelt will be 
fulfilled by reliance on the United Na
tions and the rule of law. This is a 
grave issue. It is, however, but a replay 
of the past. The faces are different, but 
the issues and the challenges are the 
same. 

The question is: have we learned any
thing from the lessons of history? In 
1936 Adolf Hitler entered the Rhine
land. Those great powers of the day, 
Great Britain and France, did nothing. 
In 1938 Adolf Hitler demanded part of 
Czechoslovakia and got it based upon a 
promise of no more territorial de
mands. It was Great Britain's Cham
berlain, the Prime Minister, who re
turned from the Munich meeting with 
·Adolf Hitler proclaiming "peace in our 
time." How wrong he was. The lesson 
in history of which I speak is found in 
the phrase, "We should have stopped 
him when we could." 

How many British, French, and, yes, 
American families said that about 
Adolf Hitler after World War II? Apply
ing that sad lesson of history, we must 
stop Saddam Hussein now. We must 

stop him by sending a clear and con
vincing message from this Congress of 
the United States that, "This is the 
last chance for peace. Get out of Ku
wait." 

This is not a declaration of war. It is 
a demand for him to comply with the 
U.N. resolutions or risk the con
sequences. 

Mr. Speaker, I take this opportunity 
to commend those allies whose troops, 
sailors, and airmen are standing shoul
der to shoulder with those in American 
uniform in the Middle East. It is one 
thing for a country to send a check to 
pay for this. It is clearly a greater con
tribution for a country to send its 
young men and its young women into 
harm's way. 

At the same time, Mr. Speaker, I 
note that there are countries who are 
benefiting from our efforts who have 
not given their full measure of support, 
whether they hide behind a constitu
tional reason or otherwise. Should a 
hair on the head of one American be 
harmed as a result of this crisis, the 
American people will long remember 
who stood with us shoulder to shoulder 
and who was absent. 

Mr. Speaker, the question is asked: 
What are America's interests in this? 
Saddam Hussein threatens the inter
ests of our country and the interests of 
the free world. If he prevails in this cri
sis, he will pose a direct threat to the 
entire world. His tentacles would even
tually cover this globe. Soon he will 
have a nuclear arsenal. He already has 
long-range weapons. He is working on 
an intercontinental ballistic system. 
He has developed chemical and biologi
cal weapons. He is a direct threat to 
our economy and the economy of the 
industrialized and free world. 

Give him his desires, and he will con
tinue to engulf other regions and other 
countries, and soon he will have his 
hand on the world's energy valve. His 
demands will continue to grow, and 
there is no appeasement. 

Saddam Hussein should understand 
that America means business. The 
well-executed sanctions would take 
years to have a telling effect on him 
and on his regime. By that time the al
liance could break down and the em
bargo might turn into a sieve, and Sad
dam Hussein wins over the rule of law. 

Five months have elapsed. The sanc
tions have caused no movement from 
Saddam Hussein. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, let us learn from 
the past. Let us put our country's 
strength behind the rule of law, behind 
the U.N. resolution. 

Let us not say as, lo, those who lived 
through the fire and disaster of World 
War II, that, "We should have stopped 
him when we could." 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SKELTON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I appreciate what the gen
tleman has to say, and I agree with ev
erything he said about the need to stop 
Saddam Hussein. But is it not true that 
he has been stopped? Unlike Hitler in 
the 1930's, who was appeased, Saddam 
Hussein has been stopped under the 
outstanding leadership of President 
Bush and Secretaries Baker and Che
ney; he has been stopped. He was not 
allowed to go into Saudi Arabia. Yes, 
he is still in Kuwait, but he is not able 
to enjoy any benefits. In fact, it is 
costing him, and the question is not 
whether he is to be stopped or whether 
he has been stopped. It is how, it seems 
to me, but I say to my friend, he has 
been stopped. It has been an enormous 
success. 

Mr. SKELTON. Reclaiming my time, 
I say to my friend how wrong he is. He 
is enjoying the benefits of being in Ku
wait. He has Kuwait under his rule of 
thumb, under his rule of his army, and 
he is able to take its resources, rape its 
women and ravish that land. He must 
not just be stopped. He must be put 
back into where he came from. 

Mr. NEAL of North Carolina. I agree. 
I agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN of Florida. Mr. Speak
er, in the last 40 years, we have fought 
two land wars in Asia-with thousands 
of Americans dead, thousands maimed, 
and with lives demolished. Here we go 
again. Another Asian land war. 

What for? To reestablish the legiti
mate Government of �K�u�w�a�i�~�a� feudal 
country with a self-indulgent life style 
and no democratic process? And what 
for? To protect the kingdom, which is 
what the Saudis call their country, a 
society with no concept of human 
rights, and with $50 billion spent on 
military purchases and unable, or un
willing, to defend themselves, and com
pared to Israel, with a population half 
that of Saudi Arabia and facing far 
greater threats, has never asked us for 
manpower in five wars. And what for? 
To save the kingdom so that it can 
continue to provide free housing, free 
health, and free education anywhere in 
the world for all its people. Or so that 
the kingdom can continue to be the 
world's largest public works project, 
and of course, to continue its subjuga
tion of women? 

And what for? To protect the oil sup
plies of Japan and Germany? How ter
ribly short are our memories. The Per
sian Gulf has been compared to Mu
nich, but Iraq is not pre-war Germany 
with a powerful military-industrial 
base. Iraq has no base but has to im
port its weaponry. That is why long
term sanctions, strongly and doggedly 
enforced, will erode Iraq's military ma
chine and nuclear capability. 

And what for? To promote Syria's re
gional interests as a base for terrorism, 
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and to continue to expand its power 
over Lebanon without world condemna
tion. 

And what for? To protect our energy 
sources from a region that provides 
less than 10 percent of our energy-less 
if we had an energy policy. 

What we need is an energy policy, 
not a war. What we need is better 
health care, not military casualties. 

What we need are safe streets in 
Miami and Washington, DC-safe from 
criminals at home before we take on 
criminals 5,000 miles away. 

WHAT WE NEED IS MORE INFORMATION 

Is it not inevitable that Israel will be 
brought into the conflict. We do not 
know anything about the posture of 
the United States or the allied gulf 
forces when they are caught in a con
flict between Israel and Iraq. To hold 
the fragile coalition together, we have 
no indication that plans have been 
worked out when Israel, as it will be, is 
brought into the conflict. 

WHAT WE NEED IS PATIENCE, NOT 
BELLIGERENCE 

Saddam Hussein should and will get 
out of Kuwait, but is our vital security 
right now at stake, and if so what is 
the best way to protect our security? 
Patience can be tougher than irrevers
ible force, and wiser. 

It is true that the Solarz-Michel reso
lution sends a stronger, more imme
diate signal to Saddam Hussein than 
the Hamilton resolution. But it also 
comes closer to committing troops into 
combat, into death in some unknown 
numbers. 

Let us not, as Mark Anthony did 2,000 
years ago, cry havoc and let slip the 
dogs of war. Death is so irreversible
patience is not. 

The Hamilton resolution continues 
sanctions, encourages patience and 
more diplomacy. It does not exclude 
the military option. The Solarz resolu
tion brings us a dangerous step closer 
to war. Vote for the Hamilton resolu
tion. 

D 1320 

Today, a resolution is offered to ex
press the sense of Congress that contin
ued sanctions against Iraq is the wisest 
course. This simply is not true. While 
the sanctions have created an eco
nomic hardship on Iraq, the sanctions 
will not drive the Iraqis out of Kuwait. 

If the sanctions are extended for 6 to 
12 months, it will simply give Hussein 
6 to 12 months to stand down his 
troops, to increase his chemical and 
nuclear capabilities, and to destroy the 
delicate Arab coalition. Supplies will 
continue to leak into Iraq, Iraqi troops 
will be well rested with high morale, 
and military buildup will continue. 
While among the allies, costs to sup
port our troops will continue to soar, 
the sustenance and rotation of Reserve 
units will become increasingly difficult 
and morale will plummet. In other 
words, the United Nations resolution 
to drive Iraq out of Kuwait will fail. 

A second resolution has been offered 
to require the approval of Congress be
fore an offensive military action is ini
tiated. We are not here today to debate 
whether or not Congress has the au
thority to declare war. The War Powers 
Act has clearly given that authority to 
Congress. I paraphrase international 
law scholar, Thomas Franck quoted in 
the San Diego Union on December 30, 
1990. 

Congress does not have a constitutional 
obligation to declare war before the United 
States joins in a U.N.-sponsored police ac
tion in the Persian Gulf. 

The U.N. Charter prohibits war-making by 
Members except in self-defense. In seeking to 
abolish war it substitutes a different mecha
nism, police action, for defending countries 
against illegal aggression. 

Will we act independently and with
out regard to United Nations policy as 
some would have us do, or will we sup
port and sustain a united, multi
national effort to oust Iraq? 

Therefore, recognizing that staying 
the course for another 6 months or 1 
year will not work, and that the U.N. 
Charter provides an alternative to a de
clared war, our only option is to sup
port the President according to the 
U.N. resolution. Therefore, I whole

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE heartedly oppose resolutions offered by 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mr. GEPHARDT and Mr. BENNETT and 

OBEY). The Chair would remind our support the resolution introduced by 
guests in the galleries that we are Mr. MICHEL and Mr. SOLARZ to author
happy to have you here, but the rules ize the use of force if Hussein does not 
clearly provide for no expression of ei- withdraw by January 15. We must send 
ther support or resolution to any re- a strong and clear signal to Hussein 
marks made on the floor. Those rules that his only option is a complete and 
will be enforced. unconditional withdrawal. �~�n�y�t�h�i�n�g� 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I less calls for strong and decisive mili
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from tary actions. 
California [Mr. PACKARD]. Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, when minutes to the distinguished gentle
economic sanctions were placed upon woman from Hawaii [Mrs. MINK]. 
Iraq immediately following the inva- Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
sion of Kuwait, each of us carried high support of the Hamilton-Gephardt reso
hopes that the sanctions would quickly · lution and in opposition to the Presi
resolve the situation and force Saddam dent's resolution which asks Congress 
Hussein out of Kuwait. Now, 5 months to declare war against Iraq. 
later, time has shown that the sane- Those who support the declaration of 
tions do not work. war resolution do so largely on the 

basis that Congress must support the 
President. 

I supported the President when he led 
the world in declaring our Nation's op
position against Iraq's invasion of Ku
wait, and when he mobilized against 
the potential threat of an invasion 
against Saudi Arabia. President Bush 
must be commended on his rapid and 
decisive action in this regard. Further
more the President moved the matter 
to the United Nations, and was pre
cisely correct in obtaining the support 
of the United Nations. International 
world order is the precise business of 
the United Nations. It is their forum. 
The burdens of enforcing order must be 
borne by all nations, not just the Unit
ed States. 

The United Nations is dedicated to 
preserving peace among nations. Con
flicts are supposed to be resolved 
through diplomatic actions and inter
national negotiations. The Unite.d Na
tions is supposed to mobilize peace
keeping forces. The United Nations is 
supposed to represent world reason op
posed to the use of force. No matter 
how highly desirable our objectives, 
the answer is supposed to lie in the 
arena of sanctions and diplomacy, and 
not in the use of military force. 

Strangely the United Nations has ab
rogated its fundamental mission as a 
peace-keeping organization. In its Res
olution 678, it has authorized the use of 
force. 
. The United States sought that abro

gation and it was wrong in doing so. No 
matter how tough the road to peace ap
pears, threat of war should not be the 
United Nations choice of options. 

The U.N. vote authorizing economic 
sanctions were appropriate instru
ments of persuasion. They are working. 
They will work if we give them our vig
orous support. 

I served in the Congress from 1965 to 
1976, almost the entire period of my 
service was during the Vietnam war. It 
was a terrible time for our country. I 
still agonize over my inability to have 
done more to end it. Every single per
son who died in that war was a loss I 
felt personally and still do. I cannot let 
history repeat this mistake. 

I received a letter the other day from 
a Vietnam veteran who wrote to me 
telling me how hard he fought for his 
country in Vietnam, and that he did 
everything that his superiors ordered 
him to do, but when it was all over and 
he went home, he struggled to under
stand what his buddies gave their lives 
to defend. He urged me to look at this 
Persian Gulf crisis in the same light. 
Surely there are brave men and women 
willing to answer the call of the Presi
dent, surely we have the might and 
strength to win a war, but this veteran 
asks the simple question, after it is all 
over: 

What were our country's goals which justi
fied war and the loss. of American lives? 
What was our country's security interest 
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that was so critical that it was necessary to 
send our children to die? 

You argue that if we do go to war 
now, we will win a quick and swift vic
tory. But what will we win? A safer 
world with Iran poised to take over 
Iraqi territory; or a more stable Middle 
East w1 th Syria in charge? Is this the 
result we will use as justification of 
the loss of thousands of American 
lives? 

War is the final act of a nation that 
surrenders its future to violence by ad
mitting that it has lost its intellectual 
capacity to solve its problems through 
peaceful means. 

I refuse to surrender my country to 
violence. I believe with all my heart 
and mind that there are still ways to 
enforce our global commitment to 
honor peace without going to war. 

I am not a pacifist. I could send my 
daughter to war if I felt that our bor
ders were under attack. I would myself 
take up arms to defend my home or my 
country. 

Kuwait is not any of these things. 
The attack on Kuwait was a despicable 
act which must be condemned. It is 
condemned. The guilty country, Iraq, 
is under penalty of an economic boy
cott. We must stick with this penalty. 
We must make it work. We must en
force it more stringently. We must help 
innocent nations who are suffering 
from its effects. 

Our military response must fit the 
incident. The countries who have more 
at stake must be made to pay their 
proportionate share. It cannot be our 
price to pay, and our war to wage. We 
did that in Vietnam. Let the other 
countries who have more at stake 
make a larger commitment before we 
even think of war. 

Those who argue that we must go to 
war now, because if we delay we might 
lose our fragile coalition cannot seri
ously believe that this coalition will 
stick with us after the onset of war. It 
will be an American war in the begin
ning and in the end. 

Before we commit our children to 
this violence I ask that Congress tell 
our children why declaring war against 
Iraq is necessary for peace in the 
world, and that Congress advise our 
children that they go to war because 
their Government has exhausted all 
other avenues to peace. 

I can say neither to my children nor 
to your children, and so I must vote no 
against war, and yes for a greater ef
fort for peace. 

0 1330 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentlewoman yield? 
Mrs. MINK. I yield to the gentle

woman from Colorado. 
Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Speaker, I 

would like to congratulate the gentle
woman on her speech and her historical 
perspective. 

I think the point the gentlewoman 
made is very important. How can we 
possibly believe that the coalition 
would hold together for war, but it 
would never hold together for peace? 

We are being asked to vote for war 
because otherwise the coalition might 
not hold together. That is the craziest 
coalition I every heard of. 

I think the gentlewoman has made 
some excellent points and I am really 
delighted that she is back in this body. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
will control the time of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] from 1:30 
to 2:30, and I yield myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, let me read a letter I 
have from veterans' organizations and 
also military associations and we have 
a number of military experts in these 
associations. 

This is what they say: 
We, the undersigned, unanimously support 

the prompt action previously taken by Presi
dent Bush. We continue to support his efforts 
to resolve the crisis in the Persian Gulf and 
urge the Members of Congress and the Amer
ican people to give the President the latitude 
to take any action necessary to insure that 
Iraqi aggression in Kuwait is reversed and 
that the country be restored to its rightful 
Government. 

Now, that is signed by the American 
Ex-Prisoners of War, Non-Commis
sioned Officers Association, the Catho
lic War Veterans, the Polish Legion, 
the Fleet Reserve, the Legion of Valor, 
the Retired Enlisted Association, the 
Marine Corps League, the American 
Legion, the National Association of 
Uniformed Services, the Military Order 
of the Purple Heart, the National 
Guard Association of the United 
States. 

I will ask the other names to be put 
into the RECORD with their statements. 

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
Washington, DC, January 10, 1991. 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The American Le
gion urges you to vote for legislation author
izing the President to take any necessary ac
tions to resolve the crisis in the Persian 
Gulf. 

As an organization of three million men 
and women who have experienced first-hand 
the pain and sacrifice of wartime service, 
The American Legion hopes that a peaceful 
solution can be found. However, we know 
that diplomacy cannot succeed if our na
tion's leadership is divided. 

Any failure by Congress to offer its full bi
partisan support to the President could have 
catastrophic consequences. We are convinced 
that Saddam Hussein, the world community 
and other members of the multinational 
force in Saudi Arabia would see such dis
unity as a lack of U.S. resolve. 

Additionally, a divided national leadership 
would produce a serious morale problem 
among our own troops who have been de
ployed in Saudi Arabia. I had the privilege 
ten weeks ago to visit those men and women, 
and I was impressed by their patriotism, con
fidence and resolve. They accept the poten
tial risks of their mission, but they need to 
be assured that the Congress and the Amer-

lean people fully support them in carrying 
out that mission. 

This international crisis is clearly a test of 
our national will. The upcoming congres
sional debate will be scrutinized by the en
tire world. It is critical that the decisions 
Congress reaches show the world, particu
larly the Iraqi aggressors and all potential 
aggressors, that the United States is willing 
to set aside partisan interests to endorse the 
President's authority as our nation's Com
mander-in-Chief. 

We urge you to vote for legislation author
izing the President to take any necessary ac
tions to deal with the crisis at hand and sup
porting the implementation of the United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 678, for 
which the United States has already ex
pressed its support. 

Sincerely, 
RoBERT S. TuRNER, 

National Commander. 

ASKING SUPPORT FOR ACTION TAKEN BY 
PRESIDENT BUSH 

We, the undersigned, unanimously support 
the prompt action previously taken by Presi
dent Bush. We continue to support his efforts 
to resolve the crisis in the Persian Gulf and 
urge the members of Congress and the Amer
ican people to give the president the latitude 
to take any action necessary to insure that 
Iraqi aggression in Kuwait is reversed and 
that the country be restored to its rightful 
government. 

Francis W. Agnes, Cmdr., American Ex
Prisoners of War; Walter K. Krueger, 
Pres., Non Commissioned Officers 
Asso.; Raymond J. Williams, Svc. Dir., 
Catholic War Veterans, USA Inc.; Ed
mund Janiszewski, Leg. Dir., Polish 
Legion American Vets USA; Norman E. 
Pearson, Exec. Sec., Fleet Reserve As
sociation; James D. Doughtie, Dsc., 
Wash. Rep., Legion of Valor of the USA 
Inc.; George A. Smith, Msg USA (Ret), 
Pres., The Retired Enlisted Associa
tion; E. Bud Randall, Svc. Dir., Marine 
Corps League; James C. Pennington, 
Mg. USA (Ret), Exec. V.P., National 
Association Uniformed Services; Leon
ard A. Carlton, Cmdr., Military Order 
of the Purple Heart of the USA Inc. 

OPEN LETTER TO PRESIDENT BUSH IN SUPPORT 
OF U.S. PERSIAN GULF POLICY 

President GEORGE w. BUSH, 
The White House, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We strongly support 
your outstanding leadership in organizing 
the worldwide coalition dedicated to the pur
pose of defending nations in the Persian Gulf 
area from Iraq, getting Iraq out of Kuwait 
and restoring peace and security in the re
gion. 

The passage of United Nations Security 
Council Resolution 678 demanding that Iraq 
get out of Kuwait on or before January 15, 
1991, or face overwhelming action by member 
states was the result of extraordinary leader
ship. 

For the United Nations Security Council 
Resolution to work without war, Saddam 
Hussein must understand that you are stead
fast and will use the approved military op
tion if necessary. 

Regrettably, Suddam Hussein has noted 
some United States domestic opposition to 
your use of military option and apparently 
believes that all he has to do is wait until 
your resolve or your right to act is eroded. 

We have complete confidence that our 
armed forces have developed a strategy 
which will make use of maximum power 
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within our technological capabilities, in 
order to win decisively in the shortest Pos
sible time. 

Thus, to strengthen your hand, we submit 
this resolution to demonstrate that there are 
countless organizations and individuals who 
have rallied to your suppart. 

Sincerely, 
Partial list of signers: 

Hon. Ronald W. Reagan, Former Presi
dent of the United States; Rear Adm. 
Dudley Carlson, USN (Ret.), Executive 
Director, Navy League of the United 
States; Gen. Monroe W. Hatch, Jr., 
USAF (Ret.), Executive Director, Air 
Force Association; Gen. Jack N. Mer
ritt, USA (Ret.), President, Association 
of the U.S. Army; Maj. Gen. Evan 
Hultman, AUS (Ret.), Executive Direc
tor, Reserve Officers Association of the 
U.S.; Lt. Gen. Vern Weber, Executive 
Vice President, National Guard Asso
ciation of the U.S.; Lt. Gen. Lawrence 
F. Skibbie, USA (Ret.), Executive Di
rector, American Defense Preparedness 
Association; Norman Pearson, Execu
tive Director, Fleet Reserve Associa
tion; Col. Lawrence R. Gaboury, USMC 
(Ret.), Executive Director, Marine 
Corps Reserve Officer's Association; 
Master Chief Manny Ratner, USNR 
(Ret.), National Executive Director, 
Naval Enlisted Reserve Association; 
Hon. Gerald R. Ford, Former President 
of the United States; Gen. Richard L. 
Lawson, USAF (Ret.), President, Na
tional Coal Association;* Richard D. 
Murray, Executive Vice President, 
American Logistics Association; Rich
ard Castor, Executive Secretary, U.S. 
Coast Guard Chief Petty Officers. 

Walter Murphy, Executive Vice Presi
dent, American Civil Defense Associa
tion; Maj. Gen. James C. Pennington, 
USA (Ret.), Executive Director, Na
tional Association of Uniformed Serv
ices; Frank Jensen, Jr., President, Hel
icopter Association International;* 
Carl T. Johnson, President, Com
pressed Gas Association; Robert A. Ro
land, President, Chemical Manufactur
ers Association;* Hon. Richard M. 
Nixon, Former President of the United 
States; Tom Burch, Chairman, Na
tional Vietnam Veterans Coalition; Lt. 
Gen. James Mclnerney, Jr., USAF 
(Ret.), Vice-President, American 
League for Exparts and Security As
sistance; E.J. Criscuoli, Jr., Executive 
Vice President, American Society for 
Industrial Security; Gordon W. Spen
cer, Executive Director, American 
Maritime Officers Service; John M. 
Fisher, Chairman & CEO, American Se
curity Council; Dr. Richard Lesher, 
President, Chamber of Commerce of 
the United States;* James L. Henry, 
President, Transpartation Institute; 
John M. Swihart, President, American 
Institute for Aeronautics and Astro
nautics; Dr. Glenn Campbell, Coun
selor, Hoover Institution;* 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 21h minutes to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. RAY]. 

Mr. RAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the Solarz-Michel resolution 
and the U.N. Resolution 678. Saddam 
Hussein invaded Kuwait over 5 months 
ago. President Bush, in my opm1on, 
acted decisively and wisely. He gar-

*Titles listed for identification purposes only. 

nered the cooperation of 28 countries, 
and obtained the endorsement of the 
Security Council of the United Nations 
to use military force to expel Saddam 
Hussein and his forces by January 15, if 
he did not withdraw or initiate a with
drawal action by that date; 82 percent 
of Americans approved of his initial ac
tion according to polls. 

There have been a number of initia
tives to encourage Saddam Hussein's 
peaceful withdrawal before this Janu
ary 15 deadline, and we remain hopeful 
that these will work. President Bush 
offered Iraq 15 different dates for a 
meeting in Baghdad, or elsewhere, be
tween Secretary Baker and Saddam
none were accepted, and time is run
ning out. 

On January 3, President Bush made 
his last attempt to avoid war by invit
ing the Iraqi Foreign Minister, Tariq 
Aziz, to meet with Secretary Baker in 
Geneva. The meeting took place on 
Wednesday, January 9. This meeting 
was made subject to the same condi
tions, which are: no negotiations; no 
compromise; no attempts for an Iraqi 
face-saving; and no rewards for aggres
sion. To date, there has been little if 
any movement on Iraq's behalf. Min
ister Aziz even refused to take Presi
dent Bush's letter back to Saddam 
Hussein, which was delivered in Geneva 
on January 9. 

Secretary Baker and Secretary Che
ney on Wednesday, January 2, briefed 
several Members and myself on the 
current status. Secretary Baker has 
publicly said that he is not optimistic 
about peace in the gulf. The leadership 
of the House and Senate has said that 
full-scale debate should not occur until 
after the Baker-Aziz meeting and we 
are now engaging in that debate, which 
in my opinion is timely. 

In this briefing, Secretary Cheney 
and Secretary Baker told the Congress 
that the coalition of 28 countries is 
holding together-currently there are 
280,000 American troops and 150,000 pre
pared to embark or already underway, 
with 200,000 foreign troops in place. Our 
allies have committed $23 billion to
ward support in 1990, and Secretary 
Baker is requesting additional funding 
for 1991. I agree very strongly with the 
administration that America cannot 
and should not bear the major financial 
burden of this conflict. 

On Friday, January 4, I was visited 
by former hostage Miles Hoffman from 
Columbus, GA. He was the only Amer
ican wounded by Iraqi soldiers, held 
captive, and thankfully was released. 
In this meeting, Mr. Hoffman was ac
companied by three other former hos
tages-Mr. and Mrs. Christopher Fol
som of New York, and Mr. Cecil Brown 
of Atlanta, who were released in De
cember. 

I had a very interesting conversation 
with this group. The former hostages 
advised me: 

First, that we should not drag the ne
gotiations out. We should strike force
fully in Baghdad, or other areas of 
Iraq, and temporarily ignore Kuwait 
where Iraqi troops are amassed; we 
should destroy Iraq's communication 
and command centers, and cut off their 
supply routes-in effect, isolate Iraq's 
forces in Kuwait. 

Second, it is their impression that 
the Iraqi troop morale is not high, and 
that they will largely collapse in the 
face of a massive strike-a small num
ber have already defected. Intelligence 
sources have publicly repeated expecta
tions that up to 200,000 Iraqi defections 
will occur. 

Third, according to them, sanctions 
are not working-and will not work. 
Food and other supplies are entering 
Iraq unrestricted from Jordan and 
Iran, and goods are being smuggled in 
through Turkey. It is suspected that 
Libya and other sympathetic countries 
are sending hard currency to Saddam 
as a share of their oil profits. This 
money enables him to buy needed 
goods. In addition, Iraq does have an 
agricultural capability, which they are 
accelerating. 

Mr. Speaker, there are those who 
want to give sanctions more time to 
work, and there are those who believe 
that if we were to wait for more time 
we would be giving up an essential edge 
to our strategy. In my opinion, each 
view on this very important matter is 
sincerely held, and debate on this issue 
should occur. 

Miles Hoffman pointed out that Sad
dam will not understand the concept of 
democratic debate. Mr. Hoffman said 
that the people of Iraq do not under
stand "the debate that goes on * * * be
cause in Iraq, anything against Sad
dam Hussein is a death sentence." So it 
is very important for us on the floor 
today and tomorrow to show our re
solve, and to show America's will to 
carry out the U .N. sanctions. 

However, I would suggest to my col
leagues who are raising the specter of 
thousands of U.S. casualties and body 
bags coming home that they are ren
dering a serious disservice to the fami
lies who have loved ones deployed in 
the Persian Gulf. My colleagues, I 
would urge that we refrain from the 
use of such rhetoric. Our service people 
and their loved ones know the risks-
let us not make their lives even more 
uncomfortable than they already are. 

My view is that the President has the 
authority to engage American troops 
in an offensive action without a dec
laration of war from Congress. There 
have been over 105 offensive military 
actions in our Nation's history and 
only 5 declarations of war. 

However, I concur in the fact that 
the Congress should debate the issue as 
we are doing now, and at a minimum 
endorse the U.N. Security Council's ac
tion. That Resolution, No. 678, author
izes an offensive action against Iraq 
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after January 15 by United States and 
United Nations forces. I hope that such 
a measure is accepted here in the 
House, and it will be my intention to 
support the Solarz-Michel resolution 
and to work for a strong vote in sup
port of the President. 

I do believe, very strongly, that we 
should move positively after January 
15 if Saddam has refused to cooperate. 
The perception of the constituents in 
the Third District of Georgia is that 
the President and the United Nations 
have drawn a line in the sand, and that 
this commitment must be respected. 
President Bush and the United Nations 
have not waivered from the statement 
that "Iraq must withdraw with no re
wards for aggression," and I would sup
port our carrying through on this de
mand. 

If the Iraqi forces do withdraw, and 
this appears doubtful at this time, it is 
most likely that U.N. forces will re
main in sufficient numbers indefinitely 
to assure that no further aggressive ac
tivity will occur by Saddam Hussein. 
There is no doubt that he will be up to 
further mischief in one form or another 
in the future. However, that issue will 
require debate on another day. 

D 1340 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, [Mr. GOODLING]. 

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, first I 
would like to respond to the gentleman 
who said a little while ago that no one 
has ever told him why we are in Saudi 
Arabia. 

But I can guarantee him had we not 
gone when we did and had the Presi
dent not moved as quickly as he did, 
we would not need to debate the issue 
today, we would not have to vote to
morrow, we would have a full-scale war 
going on there right now. 

How quickly Americans forget. How 
easy it is for us not to be realistic if it 
does not suit us to be realistic and how 
quickly we forget history. 

Now, if it makes you feel any better, 
it is not only Americans who do that, 
because, of course, the French and the 
British did exactly the same. There 
was one voice during the 1930's crying 
out in the wilderness. No one paid 
much attention. Eventually he became 
a powerful leader, a great statesman in 
Britain. 

That voice was Winston Churchill's. 
In 1935 he said: 

Want of foresight, unwillingness to act 
when action would be simple and effective, 
lack of clear thinking, confusion of counsel 
until the emergency comes, until self-preser
vation strikes its jarring-gong, these are the 
features which constitute the endless repeti
tion of history. 

When Chamberlain finally said, "Po
land, we are with you," Churchill said: 

Still, if you will not fight for the right 
when you can easily win without bloodshed; 
if you will not fight when your victory will 
be sure and not too costly; you may come to 

the moment when you will have to fight with 
all the odds against you and only a precar
ious chance of survival. 

There may be even a worse case. You may 
have to fight when there is no hope of vic
tory, because it is better to perish than to 
live as slaves. 

Now, I would love to dance around 
this issue by supporting a longer time 
for sanctions. My constituency would 
like that. But, how long? And who are 
we hurting with those sanctions? 

We are hurting Jordan, we are hurt
ing Poland, we are hurting Egypt, we 
are hurting Turkey, we are hurting all 
of those countries. And so we cannot 
continue to wait and wait and wait. 
But I can assure you of one thing. I can 
assure you that there is one possible 
way to force Saddam Hussein out of 
Kuwait peacefully, and only one way I 
see at the present time, and that is to 
support that bipartisan resolution. 

If we do not, of course, Saddam Hus
sein says, "I won," and then we say to 
Saddam Hussein, "And what is your 
next target? And when will it be?" 

Will we stay there? Some say sanc
tions are working. Others say we 
stopped him. Do we stay there forever? 
And how much does that cost? 

We had an opportunity in 1956 to do 
something about the cold war when we 
were powerful. We did not do it. We 
waited, we waited, and, boy, was that a 
costly period. 

And so I would say now, we have one 
opportunity to move him out peace
fully, and that is to give overwhelming 
support to the resolution sponsored by 
Mr. BROOMFIELD and Mr. SOLARZ. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of clarification, I yield myself 1 
minute. 

I would like to clarify, Mr. Speaker, 
the procedural situation. 

As we originally began this debate, 
the Members on this side of the aisle 
had one-half the time, the Members on 
the other side of the aisle had the other 
half of the time. Subsequent to that, 
by unanimous consent request, my dis
tinguished colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle yielded 2 hours of their 
time to Members on this side of the 
aisle who are in support of the so
called bipartisan resolution. 

I would simply suggest that we are 
being disadvantaged at this point if we 
are only being recognized after you rec
ognize the gentlemen on that side of 
the aisle and the gentlemen on this 
side of the aisle who are in an alliance 
with them. We then over the next pe
riod of time are receiving one-third of 
the allocation when we ought to be ap
pearing on the floor 50 percent of the 
time. And I would suggest that, in al
ternating between those two, we con
tinue to have speakers in between rath
er than after the two sides speak. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
NEAL of North Carolina). Does anyone 
else desire to be heard on this ques
tion? 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, we do not have any 
problem with that. We only have 2 
hours, and we are going to spread our 
time out anyway. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Well, we only have 2 
hours as well as on this side. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. But the gen
tleman had more than that. 

Mr. WELDON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DELLUMS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WELDON. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, the majority saw fit to 
grant time to its own Members who 
supported their own individual wishes, 
and yet the majority was able to gath
er an equal amount of extra time on 
our side allocated to the majority side 
Members on that side of the aisle. So, 
in effect, the gentleman has additional 
time to compensate for the time that 
his side will be speaking on behalf of 
the bipartisan resolution. 

Mr. DELLUMS. If I may reclaim my 
time, I am not part of the leadership, 
and I think the gentleman raised an 
issue that this gentleman is not rais
ing. This comment was simply proce
dural. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes that the majority and 
those on the Democratic side support
ing the Solarz resolution are taking 
the same side of the question. So they 
will be treated as one block of time. 
The gentleman will be recognized ac
cordingly. 

Mr. DELLUMS. I appreciate the clar
ification of the Chair. 

With that admonishment, Mr. Speak
er, I am very pleased to yield 4 minutes 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. SHARP]. 

Mr. SHARP. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it would be a 
grave mistake for the United States to 
launch into warfare in the Persian Gulf 
at this time. 

Mr. Speaker, therefore, I think we 
should not authorize a resolution of 
war. 

We should, instead, stay the course 
with strength, diplomacy, and with 
strong economic sanctions. 

I realize there are those who hope 
that by authorizing war we will be able 
to avoid it, that he will strengthen the 
message to Saddam Hussein, that we 
will back down and back out and, 
therefore, war will be avoided. 

If their resolution passes, I certainly 
hope they are right, and I will do all I 
can to help them in their cause. 

But I think it only heightens the risk 
that our President, who feels compelled 
to use force if he sincerely cannot 
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achieve peace otherwise, will find him
self pressured to do so, and I think that 
that is a mistake for the United States, 
a mistake for the Middle East and a 
mistake for the world. 

Saddam Hussein is in great need of 
buying spare parts from abroad for his 
planes and for his other military equip
ment. He needs to buy chemicals and 
he needs to buy additives to make his 
transportation fuels the quality that 
will run his military. 

He needs, most of all, to sell his 
crude oil by the millions of barrels in 
order to get the money to pay for his 
regime, to pay for his military, and to 
be the leader of his country. 

Our sanctions are blocking him on all 
of these fronts. And they are having an 
impact. 

We know our sanctions are hurting 
his economy. We know our sanctions 
are depriving him of desperately need
ed money to run his war machine. And 
we know that his military will con
tinue to weaken if he does not have ac
cess to parts from abroad. 

We also know that our sanctions 
have the greatest chance of working 
precisely where his need is greatest, 
and that is in the sale of his crude oil, 
because of the limited outlets that he 
has and our ability to monitor them 
and our ability to stop them and, in
deed, in the Hamilton resolution we au
thorize the use of force in order to 
make sure the sanctions are effectively 
working. 

Now, I cannot be sure and nobody can 
be sure that those sanctions will oust 
him from Kuwait or oust him from 
power, as many of our colleagues have 
asked and which seems to drive their 
argument. 

I do not know for sure. But I do know 
this: The sanctions are having an im
pact. And I do know that if we choose 
a course of war, we can be certain that 
there will be many thousands dead on 
our side, on his side, and many thou
sands of civilians dead, and we cannot 
be sure that it would produce a glori
ous result for this country or for the 
Middle East. 

Thus I do not think we should take 
those unacceptable risks at this time. 

It is true he may be a Hitler's twin in 
his brutality and in his ambition. But 
this is not Europe of the 1930's. If we 
had time to develop the argument, I 
think we could document that. 

This is not Munich. 
There certainly is no Chamberlain in 

our White House who is buying the ex
cuses of Mr. Saddam Hussein, and there 
is no Chamberlain in this Congress who 
is buying his excuses and accepting his 
views about the Palestinians and all 
the rest of the excuses and goals that 
he claims to be achieving. 

We are hurting him, we must hurt 
him, and we need not at this point sac
rifice the blood of Americans or of any
one else in order to achieve our results. 

If history teaches us anything, it is 
rare that a war is just, it is far rarer 
that any war produces the results that 
those who launch them think they will 
get. It is always certain people will 
lose their lives, that families are shat
tered, and many other people are made 
more desperate. 

0 1350 
My colleagues, let us vote for a 

strong diplomacy, strong economic 
sanctions, to stay the course. We 
Americans can show our strength, we 
can show our determination, we can 
show our leadership. We do not now 
have to resort to war. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from Maine [Ms. SNOWE]. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Speaker, when the 
year 1990 began, this Nation and the 
world had every belief that it was the 
dawn of a decade of hope. In Eastern 
Europe, in Central America, and 
around the globe, freedom and liberty 
were on the rise. There was an embrace 
of American ideals and values as the 
cold war ended. 

But now, that decade of hope is 
threatened in its infancy. We are faced 
with a serious threat to the continued 
spread of our ideals. 

That threat comes from the brutal 
regime and cynical aggression of Sad
dam Hussein. And it would be an ulti
mate irony if the hard-won legacy of 
the end of the cold war is to make the 
world safe for regional despots and ty
rants. 

It is to that threat which we, the 
Congress of the United States, must 
now decide how to respond. 

The gravity of the threat is unmis
takeable. That's why we have seen the 
formation of the unprecedented inter
national coalition against Iraq. The 
unlikely allies in the gulf and around 
the world have joined together pre
cisely because they recognize in Sad
dam Hussein a ruthless dictator with 
the will to use any brutal means to 
achieve his own aggrandizement. 

For me, the magnitude of the vote we 
now face is greater than any other I 
have or likely will cast in the Con
gress. As I wrestled with this decision, 
reflected on it, and discussed it, I 
couldn't help but think of the extraor
dinary American men and women de
ployed in the gulf. 

I saw many of them interviewed on 
television again Wednesday night, and 
was extremely impressed with their 
professionalism, their resolve, and 
their courage. I was particularly 
struck by one young man who, when 
asked what he thought about some peo
ple protesting back in the United 
States, responded "Well, that's free
dom-that's why we're here, isn't it?" 

Mr. Speaker, we owe it to these val
iant Americans and to our constituents 
to vote our consciences. 

Tomorrow, I will vote to support the 
U.N. resolution and preserve all of our 
options against Iraq. I will do so not 
because the military option is inevi
table, but in order not to undermine 
the President's efforts to achieve a 
peaceful outcome to this crisi&-efforts 
which require that a credible military 
threat be maintained against a brutal 
aggressor who only understands the 
language of force. 

A credible threat is necessary against 
a man who has raised one of the 
world's largest armies, used chemical 
weapons against his own people, in
vaded two neighbors, and is developing 
nuclear and biological capabilities. We 
are hardly dealing with a man of peace 
in Saddam Hussein. 

Diplomatic initiatives bear this out. 
It was not only the Baker-Aziz meeting 
that failed, or that a diplomatic low 
point was reached when the Iraqis re
fused to accept President Bush's letter. 
Remember that Saddam Hussein re
fused 15 different dates for a meeting 
with Secretary Baker, despite finding 
time to meet with seemingly everyone 
else who asked. There have been 12 
U.N. resolutions. An earlier effort by 
Secretary General Javier Perez de 
Cueller failed. European Community 
efforts failed. The Soviets failed. The 
Arab League's efforts failed. 

It is thus clear that eliminating the 
threat of force means that Saddam 
Hussein, who has never been known to 
bend to political or economic threats, 
would get a clear message that the 
world's resolve to reverse his aggres
sion is nothing more than tough rhet
oric; that, in the final analysis, democ
racies will no longer fight for freedom, 
collective security, and the rule of law. 

Why should we expect that the lack 
of a credible threat increases the 
chance of diplomacy succeeding? 

After all, as our experiences over the 
last decade with the Soviet Union, 
Nicaragua, and Libya showed, there are 
times when the serious threat of force 
motivates positive change. 

And if we vote to exclude the mili
tary option, what then are the con
sequences-what are we left with? 

Essentially, it leaves us with sanc
tions alone. But I have yet to hear any
one assert that sanctions in and of 
themselves will force Saddam Hussein 
out of Kuwait. 

The goal of sanctions, remember, is 
political, not simply economic. It is 
not enough for sanctions to cut into 
the Iraqi economy. To succeed, sanc
tions must also force a significant 
change in behavior in Saddam Hussein, 
a change that his past cannot lead us 
to expect. 

As CIA Director Webster wrote on 
Wednesday, Saddam Hussein is appar
ently willing to permit a subsistence 
economy in his country. He has shown 
little regard for the welfare of his peo
ple. In all likelihood, Saddam believes 
he can endure sanctions longer than 
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the coalition can, and that the hard
ships sanctions will cause are not like
ly, on balance, to undercut his ability 
to fight. 

So to preclude our military option 
now and rely exclusively on economic 
and diplomatic means will not, ulti
mately, serve the cause of peace. 

Mr. Speaker, it is essential to point 
out that we do not today face a choice 
between sanctions and war. By sup
porting the President's request, we do 
not discard sanctions or diplomatic op
tions. We do not require the immediate 
use of force or the use of force by any 
date certain. If anything, this vote in
creases the burden on the President to 
seek a peaceful solution, and makes it 
vitally important for our country to go 
the extra mile for peace, as I urged him 
to do on Wednesday. The Solarz-Michel 
resolution explicitly requires the 
President to report back to Congress 
that all peaceful means against Iraq 
have been exhausted before he resorts 
to force. 

As the President said this morning, 
the more united we are, the better 
chance we have for a peaceful resolu
tion. 

I don't think anyone here desires 
war. The President doesn't, I certainly 
don't, my constituents in Maine don't. 
History teaches us, though, that the 
stated willingness to go to war can be 
an effective means of avoiding that 
outcome. We have but one way of doing 
so today, and that is to vote in favor of 
House Joint Resolution 62, the Solarz
Michel resolution. To do otherwise 
may represent a far heavier burden for 
our Nation to bear. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
51h minutes to my distinguished col
league, the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. AUCOIN]. 

Mr. AUCOIN. Like many of you, I did 
not sleep much last night. My mind 
was on what we are about to do here
on the possibility of a rash decision to 
have Americans kill and be killed in a 
desert war that serves the interests of 
other countries more than it does us. 

But something else disturbs me al
most as much: The view of the Presi
dent on who has the power to make 
war. 

For months the President and his 
spokesmen have said it does not matter 
what the legislative branch of Govern
ment does, that the President can send 
thousands of Americans into combat if 
he alone decides to. I think that is out
rageous. This week the President sent 
us a formal resolution, but yesterday 
his House minority leader said that we 
can serve our country only by rallying 
around the President and his resol u
tion. And over in the Senate this morn
ing I read that a powerful friend of the 
President threatens to filibuster any 
resolution other than the President's. 

What this means is that on the deci
sion to make war or peace the Presi
dent's position is that he supports the 

constitutional right of the Congress to 
agree with him. If it disagrees, tough 
luck. This should deeply disturb the 
American people. 

I would like now to turn to the Pr·esi
dent's resolution itself, offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SO
LARZ] and the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. MICHEL]. In speech after speech 
yesterday, advocates set this issue up 
politically as your chance to "send 
Saddam Hussein a message" Hey who 
does not want to send Saddam Hussein 
a message? 

As a matter of fact, when a message 
should have been sent was in July, be
fore the invasion, when the President's 
Ambassador to Iraq, April Glaspie met 
with Saddam Hussein himself. With 
war tensions on the rise, the Presi
dent's Ambassador met with Saddam 
Hussein, and looked him in the eye and 
said: "America has no defense treaty 
with Kuwait." 

What a message from the President's 
own Ambassador. Within days, Iraqis 
were in Kuwait. 

Now here comes the White House, 
asking my colleagues to send a mes
sage to Saddam Hussein. But here is 
the problem: Its resolution is not mere
ly a message. It is a declaration, an au
thorization, for war. Read section 1. It 
is 10 times clearer than the Gulf of 
Tonkin resolution ever was. 

So make no mistake. If you vote for 
Solarz-Michel, you might have only 
wanted to send a message to prevent 
war. But if war comes, you will have 
authorized it. That's the trap you are 
in. 

In contrast, Gephardt-Hamilton, 
which I support, also sends a message, 
a strong message. But it reserves the 
use of military attack until all other 
options have been exhausted and only 
after an authorization by the Congress 
of the United States. No less a hawk 
than Caspar Weinberger in his cele
brated six-point speech on the use mili
tary force said, "The commitment of 
U.S. forces to combat should be a last 
resort." My colleagues, this is not the 
last resort. 

Finally, let me call attention to a re
port written by and released this week 
by the chairman of the Committee on 
Armed Services, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. ASPIN]. In it, he esti
mated that a gulf war would cost 3,000 
to 5,000 casualties and approximately 
1,000 deaths. 

Let me say it is very difficult for me 
to agree that that is an acceptable 
cost. Moreover, my analysis is that the 
losses will be far in excess of his num
bers. 

But my real point is this: Did any of 
my colleagues notice what the report 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
ASPIN] said about the loss of German 
lives? French lives? Any European 
lives? Any Japanese lives? It did not 
say a thing. 

Those losses will not even be measur
able, and is that not ironic? Europe and 
Japan depend on Persian Gulf oil to a 
far greater extent than does the United 
States of America. Where are the Euro
pean troops? Where are the Japanese fi
nances? 

My colleagues, figure it out for your
selves: Our partners in the inter
national coalition are prepared to fight 
to the last American. 

Meanwhile we now here in the Con
gress are being asked to undertake this 
effort when Desert Shield is costing $30 
billion a year before the first shot is 
fired. If the war you now vote for 
should occur, you can multiply that 
cost 10 times over. 

Does the President of the United 
States feel so strongly about the issues 
at hand that he is prepared to raise 
taxes to finance it? You know he does 
not. Neither do you. So, we will blow 
the deficit out of sight at a time when 
American's banking system is buckling 
at the knees, when major corporations, 
such as Pan Am, are going bankrupt, 
when we are sinking to a recession, 
when the unemployment insurance 
compensation plans in six States are 
now insolvent and when the Japanese 
and Germans are taking markets away 
from us. All this when we are being 
asked to spend American lives to pro
tect their oil. 

Mr. Speaker, the day may come when 
American use of offensive force is 
called for. That day is not now. Sanc
tions are working. Our hostages are 
out because of them. Iraq's GNP has 
beem cut in half. I ask my colleagues 
to follow the advice of seven former 
Secretaries of Defense and give those 
sanctions the chance to work. 

For the love of God, defeat Solarz
Michel, and support Gephardt-Hamil
ton. 

0 1400 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. v ALENTINE]. 

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Speaker, many 
Americans felt a surge of pride and a 
patriotic thrill when President Bush 
dispatched the first United States 
troops to Saudi Arabia. Decisive action 
to counter Saddam Hussein's invasion 
of Kuwait and defend other Persian 
Gulf states against the Iraqi threat 
rightly commanded strong support 
from the American people. 

That initial enthusiasm, however, 
has largely dissipated and given way to 
more sober calculations as the world 
faces the grim prospect of a bloody 
conflict. 

Now, a mere 4 days before the United 
Nations deadline for Iraqi withdrawal 
from Kuwait, the Congress confronts 
what may be the most difficult and 
critical votes of our careers. With the 
eyes of the Nation upon us, we are 
about to take actions that may define 
the United States role in the world for 
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years to come, that may place the lives 
of more than 400,000 American military 
personnel, thousands of allied soldiers, 
and millions of Arabs and Israelis at 
risk, and that may decide fundamental 
constitutional issues. 

On the constitutional question, no 
debate is really necessary. The U.S. 
Constitution is clear, and no hair-split
ting explanations or rationalizations 
can change it. The Congress alone has 
the authority to declare war. 

Only a tortured interpretation of the 
Constitution would conclude that its 
authors intended for the President to 
have the sole authority to send a half 
million American soliders, along with 
major Navy and Air Force contingents, 
halfway around the world to launch an 
attack-no matter how justifiable
against another nation. 

President Bush claims to believe oth
erwise, and until recent days appeared 
set on a course toward war without 
even the benefit of congressional de
bate. Had he persisted on that course, 
he would have made a serious mistake 
and would have assumed most of the 
political risk and all of the moral re
sponsibility for his policy. 

That risk and responsibility should 
be shared, and today we are being 
asked to share it . Unfortunately, we 
are being asked to share the risks with
ou t full knowledge of even our own 
policies. 

But there are so many unanswered 
questions. We do not know our precise 
national objectives-whether we seek 
only to drive Iraq from Kuwait, to de
stroy Iraq's warmaking potential, or to 
set ourselves up as the permanent, 
frontline defenders of authoritarian re
gimes in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. 

We do not know how a Persian Gulf 
war will be financed or what sacrifices 
the President will expect of all Ameri
cans. 

We do not know what commitments 
we have from other nations for mili
tary or financial support. 

We do not know what agreements, 
open or secret, will be required to se
cure such support. 

We do not know whether we are to 
assume responsibility for rebuilding 
what is destroyed by war. 

We do not know what long-range 
commitment we are undertaking to 
maintain troops in both the Middle 
East and Europe or whether we can at 
least count on a long-overdue reduc
tion in our military presence in Eu
rope. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
and their representatives are entitled 
to full disclosure before accepting 
hardships and serious risks. The resolu
tion backed by the White House should 
detail the· purposes and implementa
tion of the President's policies. 

But it does not, and it is clear that 
we are not going to have the benefit of 
essential facts. The President has pre
sented us with an unacceptable choice 

at an unacceptable time. Nevertheless, 
we must decide. 

In these circumstances, I have come 
to the conclusion-with extreme reluc
tance-that the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion should be passed. I believe that 
only force, or the credible threat of the 
imminent use of force, will compel 
Saddam Hussein to give up what he has 
taken. 

At the insistence of President Bush, 
the United Nations has set a deadline. 
That was probably a mistake. But hav
ing come this close to that deadline, 
talking of grave consequences for Iraq 
at every opportunity, it is likely that a 
last-minute extension of Saddam Hus
sein's grace period would severely di
minish the future threat of force. We 
might eventually be required to take 
military action at a time when the al
lied coalition may be weaker and Iraq 
stronger. Backing away from the dead
line would also require us to maintain 
a large military force indefinitely in 
difficult conditions. 

Mr. Speaker, this may be the most 
reluctant vote I will ever cast in the 
House of Representatives. It is painful 
to cast a ballot that puts American 
lives at risk, but I believe that the 
risks are even greater in allowing Sad
dam Hussein to conclude that the dead
line is a bluff. 

Whatever the House decides, there 
should be a clear message in this de
bate for Saddam Hussein. Dictators 
often do not understand our demo
cratic system, believing that disagree
ment and debate signal a lack of re
solve. The Iraqi dictator should under
stand, however, that this debate is only 
about the best way to deter him, to 
drive him from Kuwait, and to defeat 
him. He should take no comfort from 
our deliberations. 

Mr. Speaker, I have expressed strong 
reservations about some aspects of the 
President's policy, and I hope that war 
can still be averted. But if it is not, I 
believe that we all should make a com
mitment to support our Armed Forces 
unequivocally. Once the first shot is 
fired, once the bullets, bombs, and mis
siles are flying, my reservations about 
the President's actions will take a tem
porary back seat to giving total sup
port to Americans in combat. They de
serve no less. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. STUDDS]. 

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Speaker, I will 
vote against authorizing the President 
to conduct war in the Persian Gulf and 
I will do so for the fallowing reasons. 

First is the nature of war, itself. 
War is not, as some armchair gen

erals would have us believe, just an
other diplomatic tool. 

War is bloody, brutal, unpredictable 
and-far more often than not-useless. 
Yes, we can probably win on the battle
field. But that victory will not remove 

the underlying causes of conflict in the 
region. It will not ease our addiction to 
foreign oil; or reduce the inequalities 
of wealth among nations in the Middle 
East; or promote democracy; or end the 
threat of terrorism; or produce a deep
er understanding between Israel and 
the Arab world. We know not, there
fore, whether this war will resolve any
thing; whether it will end war in the 
Persian Gulf, or serve merely as a prel
ude to more war; whether, by killing, 
we will end the killing or ignite, in
stead, further explosions whose power 
we can neither gauge nor control. 

Second, I am unwilling to put my 
faith-or American lives-in the hands 
of those who tell us so confidently that 
a war will be quick, easy and success
ful. Yes, as I have said, we can prob
ably win. But we do not know how long 
it will take to win; we do not know how 
many American soldiers and innocent 
civilians will die; we do not know how 
many young men and women and chil
dren will be left without homes, with
out parents, without arms or legs or 
eyes, without the capacity to live a 
normal life. No computer, no politi
cian, no so-called expert, not even our 
best and brightest, can do more than 
guess at the human costs of this war. 

Third, we cannot predict the eco
nomic costs of violence in the Persian 
Gulf. Those who today offer us war 
have spent the past decade mismanag
ing our balance of trade, our budget, 
our banking system and our entire 
economy. War will only finish the job. 
It will mean higher-and perhaps far 
higher-oil prices for God knows how 
long. The reason we are in the Persian 
Gulf is oil-to protect our economy. By 
surrendering to war we will, in that 
sense, surely defeat ourselves. 

Finally, if we go to war now, we will 
never know whether that war was nec
essary. Think about that. Think about 
the lives that will be cut short, the 
families that will be shattered and the 
heartbreak that will be endured, and 
ask yourself how much greater the 
pain will be if we are not certain 
whether those sacrifices had to occur. 

As long as I have been in Congress, I 
have argued in behalf of international 
law, supported the United Nations, and 
defended humari rights. I cannot and do 
not underestimate the enormity of the 
crimes committed by Saddam Hussein. 

Saddam Hussein must be stopped. 
But the fact is that he is being stopped. 
Because of the sanctions, his power is 
diminishing day by day. He is losing 
his weal th, his military power, his po
litical standing, and his control over 
the future. As for oil, he has us not-as 
some have said-by the jugular, but by 
a capillary. 

Whether the sanctions will ulti
mately beat him, I do not know. Nei
ther do you, and neither does the Presi
dent of the United States. 

By waiting, we do not lose the option 
of going to war. But by going to war 
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now, we will lose forever the chance to 
achieve our objectives without war. 

So let us not, in our eagerness to 
reassert American power, lose sight of 
American values. Let us not permit our 
impatience to damage our economy 
and end thousands of American lives. 
And let us not, in the name of every 
lesson history can teach, pretend that 
we can build a new world order on a 
foundation of skulls. 

Mr. Speaker, our choice today is 
whether to persevere on the path of pa
tience and determination and peace; or 
to stray from that path into the wil
derness of war. Whether to walk to
gether the extra mile-or the extra 2 
mile&--in pursuit of a bloodless resolu
tion to this crisis, or to declare war 
and fight war and count the bodies and 
bury the bodies and never know wheth
er a single American soldier really had 
to die. 

I urge my colleagues, given what is 
at stake, given who is at stake, to re
solve any uncertainties you may have 
by giving peace the benefit of the 
doubt. I urge you to vote "no" to war, 
and "yes" to patience and peace in the 
Persian Gulf. 

D 1410 
Finally, Mr Speaker, may I observe 

that some of the most moving speeches 
I have ever heard on the floor of this 
House were delivered by Members who 
served here during the debate, if it can 
be called that, the one hour of debate 
on the Gulf of Tonkin resolution. This 
in a sense is a Gulf of Tonkin resolu
tion. We might call it a Gulf of Oman 
resolution. In the most critical sense of 
that, it is not that. A Member should 
know that. 

I have heard Members take this floor 
and say if there is one vote I could 
have back in all my years of service in 
this Congress, it is the vote for the 
Gulf of Tonkin resolution. Had I known 
what the President meant, had I known 
what would be done in the name of my 
vote, God almighty, I would want that 
vote back. 

We do not have that excuse this time, 
my colleagues. This is no President 
that can be accused of deception. He is 
quite clear in what he wants. We will 
never be able to hide. We will never be 
able to pretend we knew not what we 
did. We know very well what we do, 
and I hope to God we do the wise and 
humane thing. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. RINALDO]. 

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, during 
my tenure in the House, I have cast 
thousands of important votes. But no 
vote was more important than the 
issue before us now. I have spent days 
reflecting on this decision, listening to 
the supporters and opponents of the ad
ministration's position and analyzing 
the situation in the Persian Gulf. 

I did this because this is a critical 
vote, and I take my responsibility very 
seriously. 

We are voting on this resolution not 
because President Bush sent troops to 
the Persian Gulf. We are here because 
Iraq has decided that it will not be 
bound by international law. 

Five months ago, Iraq invaded a sov
ereign nation without provocation. Re
peatedly since then, it has been called 
upon by the international community 
to withdraw. 

The world has waited patiently, wait
ed for a signal from Iraq that it would 
heed the international call to with
draw. But as we have waited, Iraq has 
plundered, looted, and brutalized a 
country which has been a sovereign 
state for over two centuries, a country 
which has been a member of the Arab 
League, a member of the United Na
tions since 1961, and a nation whose 
government was recognized by the Re
public of Iraq. 

Over the last 5 months, there have 
been the most disturbing reports imag
inable of the treatment of Kuwaiti citi
zens: 

Saddam Hussein's troops have sys
tematically looted the country, steal
ing everything from its national mu
seum to the contents of its stores. 

Kuwaiti buses have been driven north 
to serve in Baghdad, and medical sup
plies and equipment have been ripped 
out of Kuwaiti for shipment north. 

Premature babies were pulled from 
incubators and left to die on cold stone 
floors so that medical equipment could 
be transferred to Iraq. 

En tire families including children 
have been murdered for sheltering 
westerners. 

Amnesty International details lit
erally dozens of cases of torture, rape, 
murder and brutality against people in 
Kuwait. From the tanks that carefully 
drove over wounded Kuwaiti soldiers, 
to soldiers who repeatedly raped Ku
waiti nurses, to police officials who 
casually tortured and then shot anyone 
remotely suspected of opposing the 
Iraqi occupation, the report presents a 
picture of unrelenting brutality and 
total disregard for human life. 

For the first time, the nations of the 
world are united to punish a violation 
of international law. In an action that 
is without precedent, the entire U.N. 
General Assembly has voted over
whelmingly to condemn Iraq's inva
sion, and over 30 nations have sent 
troops and equipment to Saudi Arabia. 
These range from Britain to Ban
gladesh, and from Senegal to Norway 
to Australia. 

Hopefully, this unity will eventually 
lead us closer to real world peace. Let 
us also remember that the object of 
this unity is not just some tinhorn dic
tator. This is a man who has not hesi
tated to use chemical weapons against 
his own people. 

This is a man who threatened to at
tack Israel if any action is taken to re
move Iraqi forces from Kuwait and 
warned of missiles pointed at Cairo, Ri
yadh, Damascus, and Ankara and sug
gested that he would not hesitate to 
use them. 

Even if Iraq does not have nuclear 
weapons now, it does have a crash pro
gram to develop them. Can anyone se
riously doubt that Saddam Hussein, a 
man who ordered his brother-in-law's 
execution and personally shot a cabi
net minister, would hesitate to use an 
atomic bomb to achieve his aims? 

We have the choice of stopping him 
now, or facing an even stronger Sad
dam Hussein in a few years. If we sit 
and wait, how many more lives will it 
cost then? 

Many sincere people have said we 
must not approve this resolution be
cause if we do, people will die. 

But people have already died. People 
are dying today. And they are not 
dying because of the United Nations, or 
the United States. They are dying be
cause of the aggression and brutality of 
Iraq. 

To those who ask why we are in the 
Persian Gulf, my answer is this: Not to 
start a war, but to end a war that 
began on August 2. And we have been 
waiting since then to see whether Iraq 
would stop. 

This Nation, other nations, and a 
host of international bodies have tried 
time and time again to deal with Iraq 
through diplomatic channels. 

All of us want this crisis resolved 
peacefully. I do not believe even now, 
at the 11th hour, that war is inevitable. 
If Iraq wants peace, it can put an end 
to this crisis immediately. 

Even as we debate this resolution 
today, people in the Baltic Republics 
are fighting to regain the freedom they 
lost 50 years ago. 

We not only have the chance to halt 
another such act of aggression; we have 
the responsibility to do so. 

A noted church leader in my State 
has written that war must always be 
the last resort. I could not agree more. 
He has also written that there may 
exist an obligation to come to the aid 
of a neighbor who is attacked by an un
just aggressor. I also agree. I hope and 
pray that a peaceful solution to this 
crisis can still be found. But, if not, it 
will prove far more costly for us and 
for the world community if we do not 
have the strength to stand and fight. 

I will vote for the Michel-Solarz reso
lution to authorize the use of force to 
implement the United Nation Security 
Council resolutions on Iraq's invasion 
of Kuwait. 

It is not an easy vote to cast, but I 
am convinced it is the right one. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. GEJDEN
SON]. 
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Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, the nam. There is no draft today appar

other night on the evening news a ently in Saudi Arabia. Saudi princes 
young American soldier was asked if he are at the casinos in Monaco and else
was troubled by the debate in the U.S. where when American farmers and 
Congress, the House, and the Senate. workers in eastern .Connecticut are 
The soldier turned to the newsman and being called up and sent there to de
said that is why he was there. He was fend their country. 
there, it was clear, to ensure that not We are worried about if the coalition 
only our debate could continue here, can hold together. If the Saudis do not 
but that choice for others around the want us there to defend them, I am not 
globe, that the democracy that we so sure that we have a place in the Middle 
cherish in America, was something East. If the Saudis think it is all right 
others could look to. to have Saddam Hussein as their neigh-

This is a difficult debate, because it bor, then maybe we have to see that 
is complicated by concerns of what our friendship with the Saudis for so 
message we send to Saddam Hussein. long is wrong. 
But indeed in reality it is not difficult, The lessons that we have to learn 
because the message there is a dif- from in history are very clear. If we 
ference between our system of govern- initiate military action without broad 
ment and the system that Saddam Hus- support from those countries that are 
sein runs. That if you want a country on the line, we are going to fail. The 
where there is no debate of the Presi- lessons of Korea and Vietnam are not 
dent's decision to move forward, that simply that force works and does not 
country today is Iraq. It is thankfully work, but the fact is that in both in
not here in the United States. stances it was expected that virtually 

Prior to August 2 the United States on its own, Americans would resolve 
and most of our Western allies were the crisis. Let us make sure that our 
subsidizing the government of Saddam Saudi friends and allies have their men 
Hussein. On this floor, on July 27, and women at the front lines and not 
Members in the House, colleagues of just American men and women there. 
mine, joined together to try to stop No one can be certain of what the 
American subsidies of the Iraqi Gov- right policy is and what the failures 
ernment through American subsidies of and downside of each option are. The 
grain sales to Iraq. Our administration downside of moving militarily now is 
opposed us. the potential for massive, unnecessary 

So when we asked how did Hussein casualties. The downside of waiting 
get as powerful as he is today, it is not and giving the economic sanctions the 
simply to look to Europe, it is to look time that this administration argued 
to the mistakes we made here, subsi- for is that those casualties may occur 
dizing the cost of his food so he could at a later date, because despite the 
continue to buy arms. France and Ger- CIA's new letter on the gulf region, the 
many were selling him the technology fact is that the Director of the Central 
that enabled him to join the nuclear Intelligence Agency argued success
club and develop chemical and biologi- fully, I believe, to convince us not a 
cal weapons. month ago that if you wait 6 months 

We do not need to invade Iraq to pre- the air force of Saddam Hussein will be 
vent Saddam Hussein from having 40 percent less effective, his mecha
chemical weapons. We just need to be nized divisions would be 20 to 25 per
assured that the Western world will cent less effective as spare parts do not 
have the restraint to sell him the tech- get through the embargo and the 
nology to make those weapons. blockade. 

We have achieved a great amount of If we wait and we are wrong we will 
progress through the leadership of the face the challenge of war at a later 
President. The worldwide embargo of date. If we act now we will squander an 
high technology items and spare parts opportunity for a peaceful resolution of 
to Iraq has made a difference. - this conflict because the critical issue 

There were those who argued to go in here is if we resolve this the old way, 
while he held the hostages as shields with arms, it will ensure that this new 
against an American attack. Well, di- era and its new relationship with the 
plomacy did work. The American hos- Soviet Union really changes nothing, 
tages are home, and the embargo con- that we will have to use arms else
tinues to hold. where, and I can guarantee you that we 

D 1420 
Some of our friends like to argue 

that this is the Sudetenland of the 
Middle East and the modern world. I 
would argue that we crossed the 
Sudetenland when Saddam Hussein 
killed 5,000 Kurds and not only the rest 
of the world but our Government was 
silent. 

When we look at the choices of focus
ing on history, look at the Sudetenland 
and also look at the mistakes of Viet-

will not muster 400,000 troops to put 
Lebanon back together or solve the 
problems in Angola, Ethiopia, and the 
Sudan. If we can solve this diplomati
cally and through the embargo it will 
give us hope to repair other places in 
the world without massive death and 
carnage. 

Last, it heartens me to see the ad
ministration reading the reports of 
Amnesty International. They are re
ports we ought to read not just when it 
is politically helpful to us. They are re-

ports we ought to read all of the time, 
and we might not find ourselves in the 
well of this House today facing an 
emboldened Saddam Hussein. 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1h minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
bipartisan Solarz-Michel resolution, 
which I am proud to cosponsor. I think 
it is important to support our Presi
dent in this crisis. 

I am thoroughly convinced that if we 
don't show strong action against Sad
dam, he is never going to get out of Ku
wait. I am concerned about the mes
sage he will get if we approve the Ham
il ton resolution, which delays military 
action and gives him more time to 
strengthen his defensive positions. 

Anyone who has been to Saudi Arabia 
in the last 3 months can see that our 
forces are at full readiness. I think we 
have assembled the most capable 
American military force I have ever 
seen. If we choose to continue sanc
tions for 6 months or a year, we will 
have to start rotating American 
troops. That will weaken our fighting 
capability. And if you stay in the 
desert too long, the conditions have a 
tendency to destroy equipment. 

Another concern I have if we wait, is 
that the U.N. coalition could fall apart. 

I have received letters from the 
American Legion and other veterans' 
groups, as well as from several military 
organizations. Many have bought full
page ads in newspapers to show support 
for this bipartisan resolution. Most 
who have signed the ads are military 
experts in their own right. They ask 
that we stand with our President. 

Sanctions are not going to force Sad
dam out of Kuwait no matter how long 
we wait. Eventually war will start and 
there is no way our forces will be as 
prepared then as they are now. So I ask 
you to support the Solarz-Michel reso
lution and let's get our American 
troops home as soon as possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield Ph minutes to 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ERD
REICH]. 

Mr. ERDREICH. Mr. Speaker, the de
cision facing all of us today is not an 
easy one. The consequences are far
reaching and could alter the shape of 
our world for years to come. This deci
sion none of us takes lightly. 

This conflict was provoked by the at
tack of Iraq upon its neighbor, Kuwait, 
followed by a systematic brutality of 
the Kuwaiti people and a dismantling 
of the resources of that country. Neigh
boring nations and world stability were 
immediately threatened by this act of 
aggression. 

The United States has led an orga
nized response to the attack of Iraq on 
Kuwait. The unparalleled effort has 
been worldwide in scope and includes 
economic sanctions, a naval blockade, 
and military preparations, supported 
by 12 resolutions of the United Nations. 
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We all want a solution to this con

flict without military action. The use 
of force must always be a last resort. 
Yet I believe that if Saddam Hussein 
knows with certainty that military 
force is an option, then the intense dip
lomatic efforts being conducted may be 
successful-as we all hope and pray. 
Under the Constitution, the President 
is charged with the conduct of our for
eign policy, and Congress must author
ize the deliberate use of Armed Forces. 
The successful conduct of that diplo
macy is enhanced by this Congress au
thorizing the use of force at this time, 
in this situation. 

For this reason I support the Michel
Solarz resolution. I believe that the 
adoption of this resolution is the last, 
best hope for a peaceful resolution to 
the Iraqi confrontation. 

Voting for the Michel-Solarz resolu
tion does not mandate the use of force, 
but authorizes that if diplomatic ef
forts fail. And it tells Saddam Hussein 
that it is possible that such action can 
occur unless Iraq complies with the 
U.N. resolutions. 

History has shown that giving addi
tional time to aggressors who prey on 
other nations ultimately results in 
greater human misery. For Congress 
not to act elevates the possibility of 
military conflict, I believe. Let us sup
port Michel-Solarz to provide the best 
chance for peaceful resolution of this 
conflict. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLECZKA]. 

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, when I 
first sought to represent the people of 
Wisconsin's Fourth Congressional Dis
trict nearly 7 years ago, I never envi
sioned that one day I would be called 
upon, through my vote, to send our 
sons and daughters into a war. 

The vote tomorrow will surely be the 
most important I will cast in �~�Y� con
gressional career. It will be the one 
vote for which each of us will be held 
most accountable for the rest of our 
lives, and rightly so. 

Make no mistake about it. The So
larz-Michel resolution is a backdoor 
declaration of war. Congress will not 
revisit this issue if we authorize Presi
dential discretion on the use of force. 

The Solarz-Michel resolution will not 
have my vote. I cannot-and will not
support authorizing President Bush to 
invade Iraq over the issue of restoring 
the monarchy in Kuwait. 

To Members who say that the Solarz
Michel resolution does not do so, I 
would simply say, "you are wrong." 

Those of you who support Solarz
Michel will be placing hundreds of 
thousands of young Americans in 
harm's way. You will bear the respon
sibility for any casualties. 

I urge you to vote for the Bennett
Durbin resolution, which states that 
"the Constitution vests all power to 
declare war in the Congress of the 

United States." It further states that 
"any offensive action taken against 
Iraq must be explicitly approved by the 
Congress of the United States before 
such action may be initiated." 

As we approach January 15, the war 
drums beat ever louder. Preparations 
for hostilities quicken on all sides. 

Much has been made of this well-pub
licized date, January 15. What is so 
magical about January 15? 

Know full well that this arbitrary 
date was set by our President and 
rushed through the U.N. Security 
Council. 

Why not take more time to explore 
the path of peace? Surely we have not 
exhausted all diplomatic efforts. 

In Geneva this Wednesday, the Unit
ed States and Iraq took one small step 
on the path to peace. Would it not be in 
everyone's interest to take a few more 
steps? 

President John Kennedy once made a 
wise observation that bears repeating 
today. He said: "Let us never negotiate 
out of fear, but let us never fear to ne
gotiate." 

Let us encourage and support the ef
forts of the U .N. Secretary General and 
the French and Arab leaders who are 
trying to find a diplomatic alternative 
to war. 

Mr. Speaker, my strong feelings on 
this issue are reflected in the Bennett
Durbin and Hamilton-Gephardt resolu
tions. 

My views are shared by 90 percent of 
the constituents I represent, as meas
ured by their letters and phone calls to 
me. Let me quote a few of them. 

"The loss of human life in an unjusti
fiable war is an offense against civ
ilized humanity," said one Milwaukee 
church group. 

The letter's many cosigners object to 
the U.S. military presence in the gulf 
because of what they see· as a lack of a 
clear rationale by our President for 
being there. "Reasons seem to change 
day by day," they state. 

My constituents' frustration with re
spect to the ever evolving justifica
tions for gulf involvement are well 
grounded. 

I supported the President's initial de
cision to deploy troops to defend Saudi 
Arabia against an attack by Saddam 
Hussein, although I continue to ques
tion whether Hussein ever intended to 
do so. 

When our posture changed from one 
of defense to one of offense, I could no 
longer support this administration's 
policy. 

A couple from Greendale, WI, con
veyed their feelings well when they 
wrote that: 

Saudi Arabia asked for our help in control
ling an aggressor. We responded to that call. 
We've been successful in stopping Saddam 
Hussein. Having done this, we must resort to 
negotiations to suppress the Iraqi threat. 

The Hamilton-Gephardt resolution 
responds to this family's hope for in-

creased diplomatic efforts. It also sup
ports continued sanctions as urged by a 
Waukesha, WI couple. 

They advised, that: 
It is very crucial that Congress take all ac-· 

tions to let sanctions work. You must give 
them time instead of going to war. 

In the gulf region today, it is our 
American troops who are bearing the 
heaviest burden in carrying out U.N. 
Resolution No. 678 which authorizes 
force in the gulf. 

What troubles me the most about the 
countries that voted for this resolu
tion, which is the basis for the Solarz
Michel authorization of force, is their 
lack of commitment to sending their 
sons and daughters to the Saudi desert. 

Let me read you a list of these na
tions and their military commitment 
in the gulf: Canada: 1,800, Colombia: 
Zero, Ethiopia: Zero, Finland: Zero, 
France: 14,300, Ivory Coast: Zero, Ma
laysia: Zero, Romania: Zero, Soviet 
Union: Zero, United Kingdom: 35,000 
Saudi Arabia: 65,000, Zaire: Zero, and 
the United States: 430,000. 

These numbers speak for themselves. 
Japan and Germany receive the bulk 

of their oil from this region but none of 
their sons and daughters are at risk. 

Why should thousands and thousands 
of young Americans put their lives at 
risk when so many other countries 
which have a large stake in this region 
have contributed so little? 

For the sake of our young men and 
women who are in the Persian Gulf re
gion, for the sake of peace and not war, 
I beg you to pass the Bennett-Durbin 
and Hamilton-Gephardt resolutions 
and to defeat the Solarz-Michel resolu
tion. 

0 1430 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. KLUG]. 

Mr. KLUG. Mr. Speaker, this is the 
first time that I stand before this 
House as a new freshman, and no mat
ter what the issue would be at hand, 
this will be an especially important 
time for me, but given the severity of 
the issues we face today, I think this 
will be likely one of the most serious 
votes I have to take in my career, no 
matter how long or how short it might 
be in the House. 

I want to extend my thanks today to 
the President for his extraordinary 
courage in leading the alliance to stop 
Saddam Hussein, an alliance endorsed 
by the United Nations. We are on the 
right side of the moral equation, and 
that is why I believe there are 27 na
tions with us in the gulf supporting 
Desert Shield. 

Mr. Speaker, I intend to support the 
Solarz-Michel legislation, because I be
lieve that a vote against this resolu
tion would be interpreted by Saddam 
Hussein as evidence of both division 
and potential paralysis in our Govern
ment. If this were the case, I believe 
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that war in the gulf would be inevi
table, and there would be no way to 
stop it. 

But at the same time, Mr. Speaker, I 
must state rather frankly that while I 
support the resolution, I do so with 
both serious reservations and serious 
concerns. I said that the President had 
shown great courage in his determina
tion to stop the aggression in Kuwait, 
but I also believe it will take great 
courage at this critical time to pause 
and think carefully before launching 
any offensive military action. 

I will not support the President's re
quest intending that it be interpreted 
as a signal for, or as any endorsement 
of, war. War must be the absolute last 
resort, and it is clear to me at this 
time that we have not reached that 
point. 

I will support it in the hope that it 
will strengthen the President's hand 
and give him one more card to play in 
the hope that it is a card he will never 
have to play. 

I believe strongly that economic 
sanctions should be given more time to 
work and that we should show greater 
patience on the diplomatic front, 
whether it is the Algerians, the 
French, the Swiss, or the United Na
tions, which manage to put together a 
workable plan. Let us make sure that 
we are willing to listen and that we are 
willing to wait. I am hopeful that a 
strong statement of support from this 
House will create options for the Presi
dent that are as of yet unseen. 

Whatever the risks that a continued 
commitment to diplomacy and a policy 
of economic sanctions might entail, 
and I understand fully that there are 
some risks, they can surely be no 
greater than the terrible uncertainties 
of war. 

Mr. Speaker and my fellow Members 
in this House, we must have a clear 
sense of our economic, our military, 
and also our strategic objectives before 
the first shot is fired. We cannot ad lib 
as the war goes on. Do we merely want 
Iraq out of Kuwait? Do we want Sad
dam Hussein's war machine destroyed? 
Do we want his nuclear capabilities or 
his economic capabilities neutered? 
Those are all very different goals and 
very different missions which require 
very different 'wars. Let us make sure 
we know exactly what we want up 
front. 

I only can support the stated U.N. 
goals which are simply to get Iraq out 
of Kuwait. 

Mr. Speaker, I listened to 1,000 of my 
constituents at a meeting at the Uni
versity of Wisconsin the other night 
expressing strong reservations about 
our course of action. I intend to for
ward a letter to the President tomor
row which sets out my concerns, the 
concerns of many of my Wiscoi:isin resi
dents in Madison and the second dis
trict, and expressing my strong hope 
that he will act with continued pa-

tience and restraint. It is a letter that 
I ask my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to sign on to. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. 
Mccathran, one of his secretaries. 

THE SITUATION IN THE MIDDLE 
EAST 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 31h minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. COLE
MAN]. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, as difficult as it may be for us 
to accept, history will condone only 
one course of action by this House: The 
approval of the bipartisan Michel-So
larz amendment to support the Presi
dent as he leads the world against the 
dictator Saddam Hussein. 

More than half a century ago there 
were those who thought peace could be 
purchased by appeasement and turned 
a deaf ear to the cries of those who had 
fallen victim to tyranny. They sac
rificed weak and peaceful nations to 
ruthless dictators while murmuring 
"peace in our time." But they did not 
buy peace: They bought time for the 
dictators to grow stronger and bolder. 
And they earned for themselves the 
condemnation of history. 

Mr. Speaker, more than 5 months ago 
Iraq invaded Kuwait and that little na
tion has since suffered unspeakably at 
the hands of Saddam Hussein. During 
that time, the United Nations has 
passed one resolution after another 
condemning Iraqi action and demand
ing its withdrawal. Through the United 
Nations, the world told Saddam that he 
must withdraw by the 15th of January 
or be forced to do so. Saddam has cho
sen to stay. 

Our President, who remembers viv
idly the cost of appeasing _dictators, 
has given strong and determined lead
ership to the nations of the world who 
stand in opposition to Saddam. Clearly, 
the United Nations has expressed its 
approval of the President's leadership 
and judgment in this crisis; this Con
gress can do no less. Now is the time 
for us to act. Now is the time for us to 
give the President the support he de
serves and needs to remove Iraq from 
Kuwait. Now, while the international 
coalition remains strong and deter
mined, is the time to show Saddam 
that he will not be allowed to benefit 
from his aggression. 

Saddam has had more than 5 months 
to read world opinion and withdraw 
from the little country his troops have 
viciousl y plundered. He has refused to 
do so. He has responded with threats 
against innocent people and nations. 
He has shown his contempt for world 
order and peace. He continues his race 

to acquire nuclear weapons. Does any
one question that a man who has 
gassed his own people will use those 
weapons when he has them? 

We do not act in haste today. We are 
acting only after unprecedented inter
national efforts to dislodge a brutal oc
cupation through peaceful means. In 
acting we are not giving up our hope 
that peace may still be preserved. We 
will be standing with our President and 
the vast majority of the world against 
a ruthless dictator whose aggression 
must not be rewarded. 

Fifty years ago, the failure to stand 
up to Hitler led to the most destructive 
war in human history. Now, in our own 
time, we must not repeat that great 
mistake. 

Mr. Speaker, the world is watching 
what we do here today. Neither Hus
sein nor history must find us wanting. 
I support the bipartisan resolution be
cause I believe it is the only choice be
fore us that generations to come will 
have cause to praise. 

0 1440 
Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

3 minutes to the gentleman from Geor
gia [Mr. DARDEN]. 

Mr. DARDEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to support the bipartisan resolu
tion which authorizes the President to 
use military force to secure the with
drawal of Iraq from Kuwait. 

This is not an issue of whether there 
will be war or peace in the Middle East. 
Iraq has already broken the peace. 
Rather, this is an issue of whether we 
will have world order, world stability, 
and world security. This is an issue 
that crosses many boundaries. It has 
crossed partisan boundaries. It has 
crossed regional and geographic bound
aries. And, it has even crossed philo
sophical and ideological boundaries. 

The Middle East is the most volatile 
region in the world. Even when the en
tire world is at peace, we always have 
an eye on this region as an area with 
the potential to ignite a global war. 
Over the last decade, there have been 
conflicts that were containable and not 
upsetting to the overall world order. 
The Iraqi invasion and conquest of the 
tiny and helpless Kuwait violated the 
fragile status quo in the Persian Gulf. 
And, in addition to this violation, was 
the violation of human rights on a 
massive scale as outlined by Amnesty 
International, the taking of hostages, 
and the senseless murder of innocent 
children. We cannot afford to jeopard
ize world stability and our role as an 
international leader by inaction. 

Mr. Speaker, nobody wants war. We 
all have constituents serving in Saudi 
Arabia. We all have friends, and chil
dren of friends, who are stationed in 
the desert. Each of our communities 
has been directly affected by the acti
vation of National Guard and Reserve 
units. We all share the pain, frustra
tion, and anxiety of this ordeal. But, it 
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is now time to act-to authorize our 
Commander in Chief to bring this crisis 
to a prompt, successful, and hopefully 
peaceful solution. We can only avoid 
war by convincing Saddam Hussein we 
are capable of and prepared to use mili
tary force. 

American soldiers have been de
ployed in the desert environment since 
last summer. They have been training 
daily, and are ready to take whatever 
actions our President, their Com
mander in Chief, deems necessary. I 
have recently returned from visiting 
our men and women in Saudi Arabia. 
There is no question in my mind they 
are ready and even anxious for a solu
tion. In short, Mr. Speaker, we are at 
the height of our military readiness. 
Throughout our history we have tried 
sanctions, and they have proven inef
fective. We cannot continue to keep 
the fragile coalition of nations support
ing the U.N. resolutions together much 
longer. 

Mr. Speaker, the Middle East situa
tion must be resolved now. Accord
ingly, I believe it is imperative that we 
support the President and approve the 
Solarz-Michel resolution. 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to my distinguished colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
[Mrs. KENNELLY]. 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, in an 
extraordinary session tomorrow, Mem
bers of this body will be called on to 
cast an extraordinary vote. It is likely 
to be the most momentous vote we will 
cast during our careers. Some of us 
came to our positions rather quickly, 
others over a longer period of time, but 
all with thoughtfulness and reflection. 
All of us appreciate that there is no 
more solemn and weighty act than the 
act of going to war. 

We are moving rapidly toward war, 
no matter what the outcome is tomor
row. Saddam Hussein is a ruthless 
man, and he has the power to dem
onstrate that repeatedly on the world 
stage. He demonstrated that power to 
Iran which we supported and he is dem
onstrating it to Kuwait which we op
pose. 

As has often been said during this de
bate, Saddam Hussein must get out of 
Kuwait. No matter what the vote is to
morrow, he must leave. It is not his 
land. It is not his oil. It belongs to the · 
Kuwaitis to do with as they wish. 

The only argument that is going on 
today is whether to continue our at
tempts to dislodge him by embargoes 
and diplomacy or use military force. I 
believe at this point in time there still 
can be an alternative to war. I do not 
believe economic sanctions have run 
their course. I hope by continuing 
them Saddam will see Kuwait is not 
worth the price he is paying and will 
accept the demands of the world com
munity to withdraw. 

President Bush was correct in his ini
tial reaction to the invasion of Kuwait, 

and I don't know of any member who the immediate, unconditional with
would disagree. Economic sanctions, drawal of Iraqi Forces from Kuwait; 
deterrence of further aggression, and second, the restoration of Kuwait's le
diplomacy were all correct actions. But gitimate government; third, the res
for the last 2 months that policy was toration of security and stability in 
shed for one which places a premium the Persian Gulf region; and fourth, 
on the threat of offensive military ac- the release of all persons held against 
tion. We are now engaged in determin- their will by Iraq. 
ing whether to stick with the Presi- Furthermore, we also recognize that 
dent's first policy, or accept his second. the international community is unified 

The arguments have been laid out to a remarkable degree. Unified to an 
time and time again. What I find most extent, perhaps, unprecedented in 
disturbing, however, is the lack of world history. A number of countries, 
planning for what happens next. If eco- including certain Islamic nations, have 
nomic sanctions work, then the Arab contributed military units to the Unit
world will need to develop some form ed Nations multinational force now 
of containment, certainly with our serving in Saudi Arabia and through
help. But if we resort to war, what out the gulf region. 
next? Do we stop at the Kuwait-Iraq Mr. Speaker, the real meaning and 
border, or do we drive on to Baghdad? purpose of this debate should not be 
If we stop at the border, why should misunderstood by our allies or dis
Iraq agree to end the war? If we drive torted by our potential adversaries. 
on to Baghdad, how do we occupy an The United States is a free and demo
Arab country that size and at what cratic society, where political power is 
cost? And if we destroy the Iraqi Army, diffused and shared-so as to better 
will the fruits of our victory be the res- protect the rights of our citizens. Full 
urrection of Iran in concert with Syria and free public debate-even where the 
as the dominate powers in the Persian subject is as difficult and momentous 
Gulf. as going to war-is fundamental to our 

Any course is fraught with uncer- political process. Congress has a legiti
tainty. Any course will have unin- mate constitutional role to play in this 
tended consequences. And any course decision. 
could involve us deeper in the region We must take care that this debate 
rather than lead to a solution that does not give aid, comfort, or encour-
brings peace to the Middle East. agement to Saddam Hussein in any 

So we must make our decision. way. There should not be any confusion 
History is indeed the summation of as to the position of the United States 

individual human choices. And as I regarding the illegality of Iraq's inva
look down the alternative paths where sion of Kuwait. Congress fully supports 
these choices might lead us, I think the U.N. Security Council Resolutions, 
here and now we must choose to con- starting with U.N. Resolution 660 and 
tinue down the road of applying every leading to U.N. Resolution 678; hope
economic and diplomatic pressure the fully, this House will soon adopt a reso
world community can muster. The lution to that effect. Along with Presi
time for the use of military force has dent Bush and the international com
not yet arrived. Let us be patient. Let munity, Congress demands that Iraq 
us pursue our shared goals, but by eco- unilaterally withdraw from Kuwait. 
nomic and diplomatic means. At this point, I would like to briefly 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I examine certain constitutional and 
yield 4 minutes to the distinguished legal issues that are pertinent to this 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH]. debate. Specifically, I propose to ad-

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, this is an im- dress the role of Congress in the Presi
portant debate not only for this House, dent's determination of necessary mili
but for the Nation we were elected to tary action. 
serve. The issues before us present a Article I, section 8 of the Constitu
difficult mix of constitutional law, tion grants to Congress the power "to 
international law, and statutory con- declare war". In addition, Congress has 
struction. Perhaps most importantly, the power to raise and support Armies" 
we also must consider the very prac- and "to provide and maintain a Navy". 
tical strategic implications of this dif- Further, article I of the Constitution 
ficult situation, as we analyze the legal grants Congress the power "to make 
and policy questions. all Laws which shall be necessary and 

At the outset, it should be stressed proper for carrying into Execution the 
that the President and Congress are, in · foregoing Powers." At the same time, 
large part, unified on the essentials of article II, section 2, clearly establishes 
the Persian Gulf crisis. Certainly, we that the President is the Commander 
are in complete agreement that Sad- in Chief and has the primary authority 
dam Hussein's August 2 invasion of Ku- to conduct foreign relations on behalf 
wait was a clear violation of Kuwait's of the United States. The President 
sovereignty, international law, and the also has the responsibility to "take 
U.N. Charter. Similarly, we are in full care that the laws be faithfully exe
agreement with President Bush as to cuted". Article I, section 3. 
our objectives in this confrontation Thus, the legislative branch and the 
with Iraq. President Bush has articu- executive branch have shared respon
lated specific goals as follows: First, sibilities in the war powers area. De-






























































































































































































































































































